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ABSTRACT 

Why was national alcohol Prohibition repealed in the United States? 

Prohibition's repeal is unique in several respects. Alcohol Prohibition is the only 

American drug prohibition to ever be repealed, and the only constitutional amendment 

to ever be repealed. Furthermore, the volatility of Prohibition policy serves as a useful 

case for political sociology, which tends to focus on stable policies and government 

agencies. Prohibition's repeal is important substantively because it is the only 

American drug prohibition to be repealed. 

The question of repeal requires examination of several theoretical issues. First, 

is the process of creating a new policy fundamentally different from the process of 

dismantling an existing policy? Second, what effect does an exogenous crisis (like 

World War I or the Great Depression) have on state actor's response to the demands of 

a social movement? Third, what is the role of elites in a social movement? Fourth, 

what effect does the implementation of a policy have on those constituencies 

supporting it? 

I examine the substantive and theoretical issues of Prohibition's repeal using a 

variety of primary and secondary sources. National Prohibition resulted from the 

combined effects of crisis and elite social movement activity. Both were necessary for 

passage of the 18"* Amendment. Implementation of the amendment proved difficult 

and had a destabilizing effect on Prohibition's supporters. Repeal of Prohibition 

resulted from the combined effects of implementation and crisis. The passage and 

repeal of Prohibition were the result of very different processes, suggesting that 

dismantling a policy is a different kind of political project than creating a policy. 
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CHAPTER I 

THE PUZZLE OF REPEAL 

On December 5, 1933 the state of Utah became the 36* state to ratify the 

twenty-first amendment to the United States constitution. The result was telegraphed 

to Washington. D.C., and within one hour the Secretary of State certified the result and 

President Roosevelt announced it to the waiting nation (Cherrington 1934). The 

language of the amendment is deceptively simple: "the eighteenth article of 

amendment to the Constitution of the United States is hereby repealed" (Rose 1996. p. 

xi). After 13 years of speakeasies, rum running, and bathtub gin (or doing without 

alcohol entirely), the twenty-first amendment ended alcohol Prohibition. The 

eighteenth amendment had created Prohibition by making the "the manufacture, sale, 

or transportation of intoxicating liquors within, the importation thereof into, or the 

exportation thereof from the United States" illegal (Rose 1996. p. xi). After being in 

effect only thirteen years. Prohibition was repealed. Why was national alcohol 

Prohibition passed and then repealed in such a short time? 

Prohibition's repeal is unique in six respects. First, it is the only constitutional 

amendment to be repealed. No other serious attempt at repeal has ever been made 

(Bemstein and Agei 1993: 170). Second, the amendment required that the states hold 

constitutional conventions to ratify it, instead of ratifying it through state legislatures 
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(Cherrington 1934: 12), making it the only amendment to be ratified by constitutional 

convention (Caplan 1988: 126). Third, the twenty-first amendment was fially ratified 

only 13 years after the eighteenth went into effect; in constitutional terms, this is 

exceptionally swift. The amendment process relies on a high level of consensus to 

protect the constitution. Two-thirds of the U.S. Congress and three-fourths of the 

states must agree in order for an amendment to be successftil. Garnering that kind of 

support for a cause usually takes time. Most amendments are preceded by decades of 

political agitation and negotiation before they are successftil. The nineteenth 

amendment, which gave women the right to vole, was ratified in 1919, 42 years after 

its 1877 introduction in congress (Lutz 1959: 222. 321). The sixteenth amendment, 

which created the federal income tax, was first introduced to Congress in 1895, passed 

Congress in 1909 and was ratified in 1913 (Bernstein and Agel 1993: 117. 120). The 

twenty-seventh amendment, which altered the timing of changes in congressional 

salaries, was ratified 203 years after it was first introduced in congress' (Bernstein and 

Agel 1993: 243). Fourth, it is rare for any major policy to be repealed, particularly 

when it has led to the creation of a large bureaucracy (Skocpol 1992: 42). It is far more 

common for a policy to instead be reformed and its associated bureaucracy to be 

' This was unusual. The amendment was originally part of the Bill of Rights, but was 
ratified by only six states as of 1791. In 1873, Ohio ratified it as an act of protest 
against a congressional pay raise. In the 1980s, political conditions favored limits on 
Congressional salaries and a campaign to fully ratify the amendment was organized 
(Bernstein 1993). Nonetheless, the twenty-seventh amendment illustrates the general 
point that most amendments have lengthy political histories. 
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incorporated into a new structure (Pierson 1994). Fifth, the political volatility of 

Prohibition represents a theoretically useful puzzle for political sociology. Political 

sociologists tend to explain long-term policy outcomes in relation to relatively stable 

aspects of social structure; can volatility be studied in the same way? Sixth, and 

finally. Prohibition's repeal is unique because it is the only American drug prohibition 

to be repealed. Other substances that have been prohibited as "outlaw drugs" in the 

past are still prohibited in the current era. Why is alcohol's history different? 

A complete explanation of alcohol Prohibition's repeal, like any other policy 

reversal, should involve a comparison to its passage (Esping-Andersen 1990: 29). One 

empirical goal of comparison should be to determine if passage and repeal are the 

result of similar social processes, or if some factor intervenes and they are the result of 

two very different processes. In the Prohibition literature, there have been few 

attempts to compare passage to repeal. The most influential histories of repeal 

(Dobyns. 1940; Kyvig, 1979; Root. 1934) do not make this comparison, nor do the 

histories of passage (Kerr. 1985; Krout. 1967; Blocker, 1989). Much of the 

sociological work in this area focuses on the process by which alcohol consumption 

came to be seen as a problem (Levine 1984) or how Prohibition came to be seen as the 

solution to the alcohol problem (Gusfield 1963). There are few sociological attempts to 

explicitly compare Prohibition's repeal with its passage. One notable exception is Goff 

and Anderson's (1994) examination of the economic factors that might have influenced 

senate votes for Prohibition in 1917 and for repeal in 1933. Using logit analysis 



15 

techniques, they detect an impact of the brewing and distilling industries, finding that 

senators from states with large brewing and distilling interests were more likely to 

oppose Prohibition, in both 1917 and 1933. While Goff and Anderson (1994) do 

document the impact of interests on policy-making, they cannot explain why 

Prohibition was repealed so soon after it was passed. In this study. I propose making 

explicit the comparison between the repeal and passage of Prohibition. The factors that 

lead to the passage of Prohibition need to be examined in the context of repeal; these 

factors should significantly change or become less important over time, resulting 

ultimately in repeal. 

The study of passage and repeal has a number of implications for political 

sociology more generally. First, the study of Prohibition's passage and repeal is the 

study of drug control, and it has implications for the attempt to legalize marijuana, 

either for medical or general use (Rosenthal and Kubby 1996: Warner 1986). By 

studying the political conditions that lead to alcohol Prohibition's repeal, we can gain 

insight into the chances that other drug prohibitions might also be repealed. Second, 

and more generally, it is the study of a radical policy reversal. Other such shifts 

include the 1996 end to welfare "as we knew it" in the U.S.. as .Aid to Families with 

Dependent Children was transformed into Temporary Assistance to Needy Families. 

This transformation involved the reversal of a 60-year policy of federal leadership on 

welfare issues, and a shift to state-level leadership. By studying policy reversals, like 

the end of welfare or the repeal of Prohibition, we can consider the relative importance 
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of exogenous and endogenous political interests. Exogenous policy interests include 

economic or social interests such as class or status. Endogenous policy interests 

include politically-shaped interests, such as the interests that bureaucrats in the 

Prohibition Bureau might have in increasing the bureau's funding. Traditionally, 

political sociology has considered exogenous interests (Marx 1978; Przeworski 1985; 

Schwartaanan 1989), and a growing literature considers endogenous policy interests 

(Pierson 1994; Skocpol 1992; Steinmo, Thelen, and Longstreth 1992). Endogenous 

interests can only be generated after a policy has been implemented, and often emerge 

in unexpected ways. Comparing Prohibition's passage to its repeal offers an 

opportunity to consider the relative influence that endogenous and exogenous interests 

have on policy outcomes. 

My comparison of Prohibition's passage to its repeal begins in the next section 

with a consideration of four theories of Prohibition's passage: the status politics 

explanation, the class conflict explanation, the elite competition e.xplanation. and the 

segmented elite activism explanation (these are summarized in table 1.1). I focus on 

the factors which these theories claim lead to the passage of Prohibition. I then 

consider the implications that these theories have for Prohibition's repeal, and add an 

examination of endogenous interests. 
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Table 1.1 Predictions Regarding Prohibition's Passage and Repeal 

Predictions' About Prohibition's 

Passage Repeal 

Status Politics 

Immigration High Low 

Activist Regional Origin Rural Midwest — 

Nature of Supporting Lobby Status-based, Grassroots 
Organizing 

Class-based, Union 
Organizing 

Class Conflict 

Unity of Elite Class High, based on culture Low 

Immigration High Low 

Activist Regional Origin Northeastern Cities — 

Nature of Supporting Lobby Elite Political Influence — 

Elite Competition 

Unity of Elite Class Low Low 

Unity of Elite Segments High, Based on Interests High, Based on 
Interests 

Nature of Supporting Lobby Elite Influence Through 
Money, Access & 
Membership 

Elite Influence 
Through Money, 
Access & Membership 

Elite Supporters' Economic 
Segment 

Manufacturing Transportation 

Notes: ~ indicates that there is no clear prediction. 
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THEORIZING PROHIBITION 

In 1928, President Hoover referred to Prohibition as "a great social and 

economic experiment, noble in motive, and far-reaching in purpose" (quoted in Repeal 

Associates 1960: 20). Prohibition subsequently became known as the noble 

experiment. However, the image of Prohibition as an experiment in social or economic 

policy is an inadequate explanation for its passage and repeal. There are two main 

objections to the noble experiment image. 

First, the image suggests that policies are implemented and discarded based on 

the degree to which they reach their goals. However, a policy's goals are often difficult 

to define. For example. Abramovitz (1988) argues that welfare and labor policies have 

regulated women's labor as pan of the surplus labor force; these policies were designed 

not to assist women in raising children (as is often claimed) but rather to control 

women's engagement in the labor force. Determining the goals of a policy can be quite 

difficult. Moreover. Prohibition seems to have met the overt objective of decreasing 

the amount of alcohol Americans consumed. Rorabaugh (1979) finds that alcohol 

consumption was lower after Prohibition than it was before prohibition. As shown in 

figure 1.1. it wasn't until 1975 that the annual per capita consumption of absolute 

alcohol reached its pre-Prohibition levels. This suggests that both Prohibition's 

implementation and its repeal may have been the result of a complex of goals. 



Figure 1.1 Gallons of Absolute Alcohol Consumed Per Capita, 1900 to 1975 
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Second, the noble experiment idea suggests that policies are relatively easy to 

implement and to dismantle. However, history shows that both implementation and 

repeal are often the result of difficult and lengthy processes. Prohibition itself had a 75 

year history in the United States before it was implemented. Even in cases where a 

policy is unpopular, it can be difficult to dismantle it. as the case of the Housing and 

Urban Development (HUD) department demonstrates. HUD is an unpopular, 

ineffective and undeHunded department that has come under attack by three different 

presidents, one house-speaker, and countless political commentators. Yet. HUD has 

survived, and instead of being dismantled is being redesigned (Atlas and Dreier 1996; 

Dreier 1995). Policies have a "stickiness" that make them hard to implement, and hard 

to eliminate. 

Hoover's description of Prohibition as experiment is inadequate. Scholars have 

explained Prohibition and repeal from a variety of view points. The most enduring 

explanation for Prohibition's passage is the status politics explanation put forward by 

Gusfield (1963). The status politics idea is grounded in Gusfield's understanding of 

moral reform. The overt aim of moral reform policies is to change or prevent morally 

offensive behavior or to change the definitions of morally offensive behavior (Akard 

1992; Domhoff 1990). For example, the Comstock laws outlawed the sale of obscene 

material. Supporters of these laws argued that eliminating the trade in pornographic 

materials was necessary to prevent children and other "weak-willed" individuals from 

engaging in morally damaging thoughts or actions (Beisel 1990; Beisel 1997; 39). 
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Laws against abortion are justified by proponents, in part, as a way to prevent 

premarital intercourse and adultery and to preserve the traditional family (Clarke 

1987b; Gardner 1870; Mohr 1978). Supporters of laws against the sale and use of 

marijuana argued that marijuana led to the downfall of innocent young men and 

women, leading them to engage in sexual or criminal activities (Anslinger 1964; 

Anslinger and Cooper July 1937). 

Prohibition shares this moral orientation. Supporters of alcohol prohibition, the 

"drys". argued that if people did not drink, they would be better citizens (Barker 

1970). In particular, drys maintained that if men stopped drinking, they would lead a 

more "Christian" life, and would become efficient workers, better fathers, and loving 

husbands. Through the single act of eliminating alcohol, drys sought to alleviate a 

variety of social problems, including poverty, divorce and vice, by instilling a higher 

morality in men (Bordin 1981; Clark 1976). 

Gusfield's (1963) explanation of moral reform is based on the concept of status 

politics. He mmntains that moral reform movements are not simply motivated by an 

attempt to solve social problems. Instead, such movements are also attempts to 

enhance the status of movement supporters or to protect their status in the face of 

decline. Drawing on the work of Weber, Gusfield argues that status and class are 

analytically distinct. Status refers to a group's consumption patterns, moral habits, 

tradition, and lifestyle, while class refers to a group's economic standing and relation to 

the mode of production. He maintains that since moral reform movements touch on 



lifestyle issues, explanations of moral reform should be based on status rather than 

class. A moral reform movement emerges when members of a group e.xperience status 

discontent. Group members are discontent with their status when their actual status 

does not match the status they expect. Status discrepancy is likely to occur either when 

a group's own status is falling, or more crucially, when some other group's status is 

rising, thus posing a threat to the existing status structure. Groups that are status 

discrepant seek symbolic affirmation of their traditional values by pursuing legislation 

that legitimates those values. The key defining element of a movement motivated by 

status discrepancy is that the movement works toward expressive, non-economic, 

nonobjective ends, leading Gusfield (1963) to term status movements "symbolic 

crusades." 

In the case of Prohibition. Gusfield argues that the status discrepant group was 

the old Protestant middle class, located primarily in the Midwest. This group saw their 

status aspirations stifled by increased urbanization. City dwellers displaced the old 

middle class as the culturally dominant group in the United States. City growth was 

fueled by immigration, and the culture of the new urban immigrants challenged the 

culture of the old middle class. The immigrants were disproportionately Catholic, from 

Southern Europe, and they consimied alcohol in public (Duis 1983). The old Protestant 

middle class practiced temperance or abstinence with respect to alcohol, and came to 

see the immigrant threat in terms of alcohol. If alcohol consumption could be 

controlled, the immigrants could be controlled, and the traditional, temperance values 
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of the old middle class would be affirmed. This would in turn enhance the status of the 

old middle class, once again making them the cultural leaders of the nation (Gusfield 

1963). Gusfield argues that the passage of Prohibition was a symbolic affirmation of 

old middle class values. By legitimizing Prohibition as the law of the nation, the 

eighteenth amendment increased the status of the old middle class. Based on 

Gusfleld's arguments, we would expect that Prohibition was the result of grassroots 

activism by rural Midwestemers. Prohibition activity should be highest when 

immigration rates are rising. 

Critics of the status politics explanation of moral reform have focused on the 

fact that it discounts values. Wallis (1977) argues that actors in moral reform 

movements are more concerned with changing the deviant lifestyles of others than they 

are with enhancing their own status. In a study of Christians involved in an 

evangelistic movement, he finds that activists are motivated by a genuine concern with 

societal values rather than with their own prestige. Page and Clelland (1978) argue that 

the status politics explanation ignores the fact that some actors may share a lifestyle, 

and may act to protect that lifestyle, without being concerned with status. In their 

study of a textbook censorship crusade, they find that movement participants are 

motivated by a desire to protect their way of life, rather than their status. 

In contrast to these value-based criticisms, the class conflict arguments of 

Beisel (1990; 1997) maintain that the status politics explanation errs by divorcing class 

firom status. Beisel argues instead that class and status are intimately linked through 



culture. Drawing on the work of Bourdieu, Beisel (1997: 217) argues that "culture is 

power." By controlling the definition of cultural symbols, elites control the meaning 

and structure of class. Class and status are thus intertwined. She argues that struggles 

over the meaning of culture are ultimately struggles over class structure and 

reproduction. Moral crusades are the most visible form of struggles over culture, 

through which cultural values are determined and enforced. In this light, moral 

crusades are ultimately class struggles. In studying the tum-of-the-century anti-vice 

movement, Beisel (1990; 1997) argues that elites supported the movement because 

they felt threatened by the 19"' century influ.x of immigrants. By combating vice, elites 

were combating the culture of working-class immigrants and the potential political 

threat their numbers represented. In addition, elites were acting to protect the 

reproduction of their class, by protecting their children from non-elite cultural 

influences. 

However, elite consensus is a problematic for the groups Beisel (1990) studies. 

She finds that the elite anti-vice movement in Boston was relatively more successful 

than that in New York. She attributes this success to the fact that elites in Boston were 

internally cohesive. There were no fragments in the elite class to create conflict. 

However, elites in New York were divided. New York's upper class contained a 

significant segment of "new rich," who came to New York to enjoy their new fortunes. 

The new rich had a significantly different conception of what constituted pomography. 
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consequently the New York anti-vice society was divided over this issue, making it 

less effective. 

Beisel's argument differs from Gusfleid's, in that Beisel argues that elites were 

reacting to an immediate political threat to their power, and a cultural threat to their 

children. Politically and culturally, elites were faced with the possibility of losing their 

dominance and their future existence as a class. In contrast. Gusfleld argues that the 

rural middle class was responding to a more diffuse status threat that did not effect 

immediate interests. 

Building on the work of Beisel. Brown and Warner (1992) argue that high 

immigration rates are a threat to elite political domination. By exercising their 

democratic rights, immigrants have the potential to limit and shape city politics, 

perhaps impeding elite goals. Brown and Warner argue that one elite response to this 

threat at the tum-of-the-century was to pressure police to increase the number of arrests 

for public drunkenness, since the targets of such arrests were disproportionately 

immigrant. Brown and Warner find that for the 50 largest American cities in 1900. net 

of other factors, a large immigrant population does indeed lead to a high arrest rate for 

public drunkenness. Based on the work of Beisel (1990; 1997) and Brown and Warner 

(1992). the class conflict perspective would lead us to expect moral crusades to emerge 

when immigration rates are high, local elites are united, and immigrants are politically 

active and potentially powerful. 
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Brown and Warner (1992) argue that in Northeastern cities one indication of 

immigrant political activism and power can be found in the structure of political 

institutions. In those cites that had a "machine" type of political organization, in which 

political offices and contracts were awarded based on political loyalty, immigrants 

were able to influence city politics and thwart elite goals. Such systems emerged as the 

franchise was expanded to include inunigrant groups. In contrast, in cities which had a 

"civil" type of political organization, in which political offices and contracts were 

awarded based on rational criteria, elites were better able to influence political 

outcomes by bypassing voter (and immigrant voter) interests. Brown and Warner's 

work focuses on the city level, but on the state level, similar reforms can also be found. 

From the class conflict perspective, alcohol Prohibition can be seen as the result of 

high immigration rates and organized elite political influence. 

Beisel (1990; 1997) and Brown and Warner (Brown and Warner 1992) focus 

exclusively on the cultural basis for elite unity. Beisel (1990; 1997) argues that while 

the elite class is defined by their economic class position, moral crusades against 

pornography were only successful in cities which had an elite class united by their 

cultural concerns. Only when elites had the common fear of their children being 

corrupted were they able to unite and fight against such corruption. 

The third theory under consideration here is elite competition. Scholars have 

argued that the elite class in America is made up of competing segments (Domhoff 

1996; Hicks 1980; Roy 1981; Useem 1984; ZeiUin, Neuman, and Ratcliff 1976; 1980; 



27 

1984). These elite segments are formed around distinctive economic sectors, and the 

interests of segment members are based on the unique needs of these sectors. For 

example, manufacturers might be expected to have political, economic and social 

interests that are quite different from those of farmers or railroad operators. Disputes 

over major policy initiatives often result from competition among competing segments 

(Akard 1992; Domhoff 1990). 

Elites have political power because their elite status gives them access to the means 

of political power. The means to power are resources that can be used to influence 

political outcomes Researchers in the elite competition tradition emphasize three 

means to power: membership, access and money (Domhoff 1998). Membership on 

Presidential commissions, in think tanks, or in legislative bodies can allow elites an 

important means of promoting their sector-based interests. Access refers to the access 

that a person might have to legislators, bureaucrats or even Presidents as the result of 

personal or professional ties, such as kinship ties. Access can provide a means of 

influencing political outcomes. Finally, money can be used to buy access (by 

employing lobbyists, for example) or membership (by ftmding a political campaign, for 

example) when these are unavailable through other means. 

The elite competition model maintains that major policy disputes, such as the 

controversy over Prohibition, are typically settled by the economic strength of 

competing elite segments. Since economic strength can be translated into other means 

to power, it creates a political edge. When the fortunes of one elite segment rise with 
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respect to the fortunes of another, the political legitimacy of the issues with which that 

segment is associated also rise. For example, Frieden (1987; 1993) argues that the 

Great Depression reshaped the relative power of U.S. elite segments. In the early 

Depression years, the political power of nationalist manufacturers was damaged. The 

conservative flscal policies previously advocated by the nationalists were seen as 

responsible for the Depression crisis. In this case, the policies that the nationalist 

segment championed were abandoned in favor of those of the 

internationalist/oligopolist segment. When the interests of two elite segments come 

into conflict, the interests of the economically dominant segment are politically 

advantaged. 

While no study has yet been made of Prohibition from the elite competition 

perspective, the work of Rumbarger (1989) provides insight. He argues that elites 

advocated Prohibition as a way to further their own economic interests. While there 

was a grassroots movement for Prohibition, as evidenced by the women's crusades 

(Isetts 1979), Rumbarger argues that elites shaped the movement and defined its goals. 

If alcohol was unavailable, workers would presumably be more reliable and efficient 

(Rumbarger 1989), and working-class saloons would be shut down (Duis 1983). Many 

elites thought that Prohibition would be applied only to distilled spirits, not to beer or 

wine. Since elites were more likely to consume wine, while the lower classes were 

more likely to consume distilled spirits. Prohibition was not necessarily seen as a threat 

to elite drinking habits. 
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Rumbarger's (1989) evidence suggests that there were at least three elite class 

fragments with interests in the Prohibition question. First, manufacturers had an 

interest in obtaining a stable supply of reliable workers and preventing their access to 

alcohol. Second, transporters had an interest in maintaining commodity shipments of 

alcohol from the interior of the United States, to the East Coast and overseas. Third, 

alcohol producers had an interest in maintaining a market for their product. The key to 

understanding the transformation firom alcohol Prohibition to alcohol regulation lies in 

understanding the political and economic changes that occurred between 1913 and 

1933. and the effect these changes had on elite support for Prohibition. 

There are at least three important criticisms of the elite competition perspective. 

First, the theory focuses on a limited number of means to power. While membership, 

access and money are means to power, the theory fails to consider other potential kinds 

of power, such as activism in political interest groups. Such activism involves the 

personal commitment of an elite actor to a cause; money, membership and access 

instead rely on diffuse network ties of the actor. Second, in application, elite 

competition theorists often fail to show that policy losers lack power. To argue 

convincingly that some group of elites were able to use their power to achieve a 

specific policy outcome, it must also be demonstrated that opponents to that policy 

lacked power (Cook and Taylor 1998). Third, the elite competition theory has been 

tested on a limited number of cases. DomhofF (1986; 1990; 1996), one of the most 

outspoken proponents of the theory, has limited his empirical investigations largely to 
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New Deal era social policies, such as the Wagner Act and the Social Security Act. 

This limitation means that the elite competition argument may be resting on an 

empirical anomaly, rather than on a verifiable social process. 

I propose overcoming these limitations by expanding elite competition theory. I 

retain elite competition's focus on elite segments based on economic interest, and their 

assumption that economic strength influences the outcome of policy battles among 

segments. However. I argue first that to understand the passage (and ultimate repeal) 

of alcohol Prohibition, we must understand the nature of elite involvement in the social 

movements involved in the Prohibition battle. Activism is an important means to 

power, as shown by Beisel's (1990: 1997) work. Second, it is not enough to show elite 

involvement in political activism. Activism must be concretely linked to political 

outcomes. Periods with high elite movement involvement should have more political 

success and visibility than periods with low elite movement involvement. Third, it 

must be demonstrated that opponents to a policy that is backed by an elite activist 

element lack power. These opponents must lack money, membership, access, or elite 

activist involvement. 

THEORIZING REPEAL 

The theories considered here have various applications to repeal. The status 

politics and class reproduction theories were developed in explaining the passage of a 

moral reform. However, in the section that follows, I draw out their implications for 
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repeal. The elite competition theory, and my activist extension of it, have not been 

applied to moral reform issues, but 1 have argued that they have relevance, and in this 

section will consider their relevance to repeal. In addition, I consider the potential that 

endogenous interests were created by the implementation of Prohibition legislation, 

which then lead to the ultimate repeal of Prohibition. 

Gusfield (1963 ; 126) argues that the repeal of Prohibition "meant the 

repudiation of old middle-class virtues and the end of rural. Protestant dominance." 

However, in explaining repeal. Gusfield does not rely on status. Instead of arguing that 

repeal was the result of either the failure of the status movement of the old middle-

class. or the emergence of a new. opposing status movement. Gusfield argues that 

repeal resulted from the political changes caused by the Great Depression. The 

Depression increased demands for ta.\ revenues and employment, and it made status 

issues secondary to economic issues. 

By repealing Prohibition and again legalizing the production of alcohol, the 

federal government would once again be able to collect badly needed tax revenue. In 

addition, the alcohol producing and service industries would be reestablished and could 

provide jobs. This made it an attractive way to alleviate some of the problems the 

Depression had created. Gusfield further argues that while cultural and moral issues 

still divided urban immigrants from rural farmers, they were both suffering financially 

from the Depression. This made class-based political alliances more important than 

status-based alliances (Gusfield 1963: 127-128). 
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From Gusfield's perspective, the repeal of Prohibition resulted from a 

fundamentally different political process than the passage of Prohibition, and repeal 

was the result of an exogenous change in the political environment. Repeal was not the 

result of Prohibition's implementation or the experience of implementation. Gusfield 

leads us to expect that class-based groups should be advocating repeal. Based on this, 

we would expect that unions (as the most visible class-based group in the U.S. at the 

time) would be testifying in support of Prohibition's repeal. 

Beisel's (Beisel 1990; 1997) work on moral reform does not address the issue of 

repeal. However, we can surmise from her argument that in situations where the threat 

of new immigrants declines, the movement to maintain class dominance through 

cultural dominance would be subdued. After the passage of the Immigration and 

Naturalization Acts in 1922 and 1924. immigration declined substantially, and after the 

on-set of the Great Depression, the emergence of a "new rich" was stifled. In this 

situation. Beisel leads us to conclude that elites would not be as likely to support a 

moral reform movement, or to oppose the repeal of earlier reforms. This explanation, 

like Gusfield's, relies on the exogenous shock of the Great Depression. 

Based on Beisel's arguments, we might expect that elites would not be actively 

involved in the opposition to Prohibition's repeal. Without the threat to their class 

reproduction, maintaining cultural boundaries might not seem as salient, particularly in 

the face of an economic crisis. We would expect that the leaders of the ASL during the 

drive for repeal (1928 to 1933) would be made up of relatively fewer elites than during 
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the campaign for passage. In chapter five. I discuss the active role some groups of 

elites took in Prohibition's repeal. 

The elite competition arguments of Domhoff(1996) and Rumbarger (1989) 

focus on the composition of elite segments and their means to power as the 

determinants of policy outcomes. If various economic sectors have different economic 

interests and political goals, then we should see different economic sectors supporting 

the wet and dry positions. Rumbarger's evidence suggests that railroads and other 

transporters were opposed to Prohibition. We should see that the transport sector is 

over-represented in the leadership of the Association Against the Prohibition 

•Amendment (AAPA) during the 1928 to 1933 period. The activist extension of the 

elite competition arguments would lead us to expect that elites would be extremely 

active in the move for repeal, and relatively inactive in the opposition. In chapter 

three. I discuss the growihg role of manufacturing, banking and newspaper elites in the 

Anti-Saloon League prior to the passage of Prohibition. Also in chapter three. I discuss 

the grass-roots nature of the anti-prohibition forces, lead by the German-American 

Alliance (GAA), and the ultimate demise of the GAA because of World War I and 

ASL opposition. 

All of the perspectives on repeal discussed thus far offer an exogenous view of 

interests, arguing that interests result from experience in the economy, not in the polity. 

However, a growing literature suggests otherwise. Pierson (1996: 39) argues that 

policies are not merely the result of political forces or social factors; they may instead 
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be an unintended result of other policies. In studying welfare state retrenchment under 

Ronald Reagan in the U.S.. and Margaret Thatcher in England. Pierson finds that 

retrenchment was difficult. He argues that the welfare state itself reshaped social, 

economic and political forces in ways that reinforced support for the policies. These 

policy feedback loops made it more difficult for the policies to be repealed. Pierson is 

suggesting that interests may be endogenous to the political process. Interests may be 

shaped by the implementation of a policy, and this shaping may have implications for 

later policy making. 

In the case of Prohibition, it could be that Prohibition itself, or its enforcement, 

created new interests or changed old ones, ultimately leading to repeal. One possibility 

is that as income taxes rose throughout the 1920s. more and more people considered 

repeal as a way to lower their tax burden. After the Great Depression began, as 

Gusfield argues, this pressure may have increased. If this is the case, we should see 

some references to the tax issue in Congressional hearings and wet literature prior to 

1929. and increasingly afterwards. Another possibility could be that manufacturers and 

other supporters of Prohibition found that it did not have the desired effect; perhaps 

efficiency and production actually decreased instead of increased. The effect of 

Prohibition on both the pro- and anti-Prohibition constituencies is examined in chapter 

five. 

Repeal was not the only possible solution to the problem of Prohibition. 

Alternatives were discussed throughout the entire Prohibition era. For example. 
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instead of repealing Prohibition, congress could have reinterpreted it to allow limited 

consumption of mild alcoholic beverages, such as beer and wine. The Prohibition 

amendment made "intoxicating" beverages illegal, but it was up to the congress to 

define what an intoxicating beverage was. The Volstead Act. which was passed in 

1920 and implemented Prohibition, defined intoxicating to mean any beverage with 

more than 0.05% alcohol. This effectively outlawed all alcoholic drinks. However, a 

more permissive definition of 3.5% to 5% would have made beer and wine legal while 

outlawing distilled liquor. In fact, by 1926 a modification movement had emerged that 

advocated altering the Volstead Act in exactly this manner (Clark 1976: 168). Why 

was the amendment repealed instead of modified in this way? A second alternative 

solution would have been to allow Prohibition to become dormant: to stay on the 

books, but not enforced. Chambliss (1973: 144) suggests that a law becomes dormant 

when the judiciary stops enforcing it. and it loses public support. In contrast, a law 

might be repealed if the judiciary continues to enforce it. and it has tost public support. 

If the judiciary had simply stopped enforcing prohibition laws. Prohibition's 

enforcement problems and political costs would have vanished, without the difficulties 

associated with passing a new amendment. Instead of modification or dormancy, the 

Prohibition problem was solved through repeal. Chapter five examines some of the 

impediments to moderation. 

Repeal is a difficult political project, requiring a high level of political support 

in order to overturn the previous consensus. In order to reverse a policy, opponents of 
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the policy must overcome the supporters and clients of the policy. Even in the case 

where supporters of a policy are weak, and where the policy is generally disliked by 

the public, it can be difficult to reverse it. For example, as discussed above, the office 

of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) was attacked by President's Reagan. Bush 

and Clinton. HUD supporters include social justice activists, big city majors, local 

government housing administrators, landlords, and the poor. Its opponents include 

former speaker of the House Newt Gingrich and other conservatives who want to 

minimize the federal government and cut expenditures. However, even these powerful 

opponents could not bring HUD down; instead the department is being re-designed and 

streamlined, although these changes do damage HUD's ability to help the poor (Atlas 

and Dreier 1996). Similarly, in 1996. when Congress ended the 60-year-old Aid to 

Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program, it did not entirely dismantle the 

program. Instead, it integrated elements of the old program into the new Temporary 

Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) program. TANF does not provide as many 

benefits to families as AFDC did, however the important point is that the AFDC policy 

was not entirely reversed. Instead it was modified. What accounts for the complete 

reversal of Prohibition, instead of a more limited reform of modification or dormancy? 

My examination of the passage and repeal of Prohibition is guided by these 

theories. However, I am not testing these theories in the classical sense. Instead, I use 

them as explanatory guides. I examine the variables to which they direct attention. 
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with the ultimate goal of expanding the explanatory power of a segmented elite 

competition model, and considering the possibility of policy feedbacks. 

THEORIZING CRISIS 

Since Prohibition was bom during a crisis (World War I) and died 

during a crisis (the Great Depression), the role of crisis in social policy formation may 

be relevant to understanding Prohibition's fate. State autonomy, political opportunity, 

and power elite theories all have different views of the relationship between crisis and 

policy. 

Block (1977) argues that in general the state is answerable to the demands of 

capitalism through the workings of "business confidence," the general level of 

confidence the capitalist class has in a state. State managers are dependent on business 

confidence in order to maintain their government positions. Thus, they typically will 

not act against the general interests of capitalism. However, Block suggests that there 

are some periods and some circumstances in which the state can act against capitalism 

without consideration of business confidence. These are typically periods of crisis 

when business confidence is already low, such as during wars, depressions and postwar 

reconstructions. During these periods, state managers justifiably maintain that some 

actions are necessary during the crisis to protect and foster the nation's and state's 

interests. During these crisis periods, the state is not dominated by society but acts 

autonomously. 
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Skocpol has elaborated Block's ideas, arguing that the state autonomy process 

may not be continuous (Skocpol. 1985), may not be intentional (Skocpol, 1980), may 

not be limited to large crises (Skocpol, 1986), may not be functional for the state as a 

whole (Skocpol, 1980). and may not occur in all segments of the state at the same time 

(Skocpol. 1982). 

Political opportunity theorists make similar claims about the effect of crises on 

the state. Political opportunity theorists emphasize social, political and institutional 

arrangements that shape social movement options (for an overview of the political 

opportunity perspective, see Gamson. 1996; Tarrow. 1994. 1988). One segment of 

political opportunity theory focuses on the political structures of opportunity, such as 

changes in government personnel or policy (Costain, 1992; McAdam, 1982; Meyer. 

1993). "New blood" in state bureaucracies creates new opportunities for social 

movements. This suggests that periods of crisis provide avenues for social movements 

to influence the state. Piven and Cloward (1993) found that during a crisis, like the 

Great Depression or the 1960s, social movements that were demanding new welfare 

programs were better able to influence state actions. However, at the same time, the 

state used welfare programs to control social movements and quell unrest. 

The state autonomy and political opportunity theories both emphasize crises as 

the chief circumstance under which the scope of a state's actions are likely to expand. 

However, for state autonomy theorists, the impetus for expansion comes from within 

the state, while for political opportunity theorists, the impetus for expansion comes 
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from outside the state (political opportimity scholars furthermore emphasize the role of 

social movements over the role of political elites). Thus, the state autonomy and 

political opportunity perspectives are partially antithetical, since the mechanism for 

state expansion is different for each theory. 

Power elite theorists also emphasize the role of crises. During a crisis a 

previously dominant segment of the elite may lose its dominant position and a 

previously subordinate segment may become dominant. Such transitions pave the way 

for new policy initiatives as the interests of a new elite segment emerge. For example. 

Frieden (1987; 1993) argues that the Great Depression reshaped the relative power of 

U.S. elite segments. In the early Depression years, the political power of nationalist 

manufacturers was damaged. The conservative fiscal policies previously advocated by 

the nationalists were seen as responsible for the Depression crisis. In this case, the 

policies that the nationalist segment championed were abandoned in favor of those of 

the internationalist segment. For power elite theorists, crises create the conditions 

under which elite segments are transformed. 

These three theories have three different views of the relationship between 

crisis and social policy, and they draw attention to three different sets of relevant 

actors. For state autonomy theorists, crisis clears the way for state managers to expand 

state power. For political opportunity theorists, crisis allows social movements to 

influence the state (although the state may turn this on its head and use the crisis as an 

opportunity to control the social movement). Finally, for power elite theorists, crisis 
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creates the possibly of elite transition and the subsequent emergence of new policy 

initiatives. 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

In 1917 the U.S. Congress overwhelmingly passed the proposed eighteenth 

amendment, and by January 15, 1919 the requisite 36 states (3/4 of the 48 total) had 

ratified the amendment (Cherrington 1919). It went into effect 1 year later, making 

alcohol Prohibition the law of the land on January 15. 1920. In early 1933. the U.S. 

Congress overwhelmingly passed the proposed twenty-first amendment, and by 

December 5. 1933 36 stales (3/4 of the 48 total) had ratified it (Cherrington 1934). It 

went into effect immediately, repealing the eighteenth amendment and ending alcohol 

prohibition. Why was Prohibition passed and then repealed so rapidly? 

To understand the passage and repeal of Prohibition, I draw on theories of 

Prohibition's passage, elite political participation, and policy feedbacks. I begin by 

examining the usefulness of the stams politics, class conflict and elite competition 

models in explaining passage. Chapter two examines the question of whether 

Prohibition was really a proxy in the battles over immigration and unionization. Both 

the status politics and class conflict explanations maintain that a fear of immigration 

lead to the passage of Prohibition. This leads us to expect that states with high levels 

of immigration would pass state-level Prohibition sooner than states with lower levels 

of immigration. I draw on immigration rates from 1900 to 1920 taken from Historical 
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Statistics of the United States (United States Bureau of the Census 1949). I then 

compare these to the progress of state-level Prohibition movements to explore the 

relationship between immigration and Prohibition. Several theorists suggest that 

Prohibition resulted from the conflict between unions and owners, as owners sought to 

restrict the recreational activity of their employees. This possibility is examined in 

chapter two by examining unionization and workstoppage rates in the context of the 

Prohibition movement. 

1 explore the power elite and political opportunity positions in Chapter three, by 

e.xamining the passage of the IS'** Amendment. I e.xamine the roles of elites in the 

Anti-Saloon League and the role of ASL opponents. 1 focus in Chapter three on the 

period between 1913 and 1920. when the ASL became much stronger than it had been 

previously and began focusing on a national Prohibition program. 1 examine the 

strengths of the ASL and the effect of the crisis of World War I on the passage of the 

18"* Amendment. Data are from the Anti-Saloon League Yearbook, transcripts of 

Congressional hearings, and various biographic and historic resources. 

Chapter four focuses on the changes that the experience of Prohibition had on 

the constituencies involved in Prohibition*s passage. Perhaps Prohibition changed the 

configuration of interests surrounding the alcohol issue, and if so. these new interests 

may have had an effect on the movement for repeal. Specifically, I expect the degree 

of elite leadership in the ASL to decrease between 1920 and 1928. As manufacturers 

learned that Prohibition did not necessarily create a better workforce and as 
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enforcement became and increasingly difficult issue, I expect that elite support for the 

ASL will decline. To examine this issue, I examine data from the Anti-Saloon League 

Yearbook and various biographic resources. Further effects of Prohibition on public 

opinion and enforcement are considered. 

Chapter five focuses on the repeal movement from 1928 to 1933. Why was 

repeal pursued instead of modification or dormancy? As Prohibition became an issue 

of party politics, the reformed constituencies discussed in chapter four had to negotiate 

party conventions in order to win support for their position. If specific elite segments 

lead to the creation of Prohibition, and if the experience of Prohibition changed these 

segments or decreased their enthusiasm for Prohibition, then we should also expect an 

specific elite segment of activists to be involved in the movement for repeal. 

CONCLUSION 

Alcohol's repeal was a radical policy reversal. I focus on three major theories 

of Prohibition's passage, and extend these to explain its repeal. I then expand the elite 

competition model to include elite activism. The remainder of the dissertation will 

explore the usefulness of this elite activist model, and its implications for the other 

theories. 
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CHAPTER 2 

PROHIBITION AS A MEANS TO AN END: 

CONFLICT OVER IMMIGRATION AND CLASS 

As outlined in chapter one, several theorists of Prohibition's passage have 

argued that Prohibition itself was not the core issue, that rather Prohibition was a 

means to reach some other goal. Gusfield (1963) argued that Prohibition sentiments 

were in part a way to control immigrant culture. Beisel (1993) argued that Prohibition 

was a way to control immigrant voting power. Rumbarger (1989) argued that 

Prohibition was a way to control the working class. 

This chapter considers three points in this group of theories. First, whether 

passage of Prohibition resulted from the threat posed by large numbers of new 

immigrants to the United States. Second, whether passage resulted from the threat 

posed by the political power held by specific immigrant groups. Third, whether 

passage resulted from the threat posed by the worlung class. All three of these points 

emphasize Prohibition's place as a tool in some other battle. To preface my 

conclusions: the various threats posed by immigrants and the worldng class formed a 

background against which Prohibition was passed. These threats alone are not 

sufficient in explaining why Prohibition supporters won passage of Prohibition when 
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they did. However, before discussing these theories, a brief sketch of Prohibition 

history is presented. 

PHASES OF PROHIBITION LEGISLATION 

Prohibition sentiments and ideologies in the United States can be traced back to 

the early 1800s. Local business leaders and farmers sought at first to eliminate 

For the purposes of this study, the 1910 to 1917 period is the crucial turning 

point in Prohibition history. It was during this period that the Anti-Saloon League 

chose to focus on national level Prohibition. An explanation of Prohibition's passage 

must explain why national Prohibition was successful in the 1910s and not earlier. 

Consequently, the remainder of this chapter and chapters 3 and 4 focus on the 1910 to 

1917 period and seek to identify what factors contributed to Prohibition's success 

during this period. 

PROHIBITION AS A MEANS TO CONTROL IMMIGRANTS 

The first two theories of Prohibition that focus on Prohibition as a means to 

other ends identify control of immigrants or their power as the key end in question. 

Researchers have taken three main approaches in theorizing a link between 

immigration and moral reform movements. These approaches vary by the kind of 

immigrant threat considered and the nature of immigrant political involvement 
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(see Table 2.1). In most cases, these theories involve more factors than immigration; 

however attention here is restricted to those theoretical mechanisms that focus on 

immigration. 

The first approach, exemplified by Gusfield (1963), focuses on the threat an 

aggregation of immigrants poses to the power of the native citizens. In Gusfieid's 

approach, the specific threat is inunigrant voting power, which could potentially 

overwhelm native votes on election days. Immigrant voting power threatens not only 

the political power of native citizens, but also their culture and prestige, as immigrants 

could vote to restrict or expand society in ways that are incompatible with native 

interests. 

The second approach, taken by Beisel (1990; 1993) and Brown and Warner 

(1992), emphasizes the threat that concentrated groups of immigrants represent to the 

power of native citizens. In the first approach, natives are overwhelmed by the sheer 

number of immigrants; in the second, native power is trumped through inunigrant 

manipulation of the political system. Immigrants organize themselves into (or are 

organized by) political machines that manipulate immigrant votes against native votes 

to enhance immigrant power, machine power or both. Moral issues become political 

when the native bom try to control immigrant lifestyles as a way of limiting their 

power. 



Table 2.1 Theories of the Effect of Immigration on Moral Reform Movements, 

by Immigrant Threat and Political Involvement 

Nature of 
Immigrant Political Involvement 

Voting Power System Engagement 

Level of 
Immigrant 

Threat 

Aggregated 

Mechanism: Immigrant Votes 

Theory: Symbolic Crusade 

Exemplar: Gusfield 

Mechanism: Large Immigrant Groups 

Theory: Social Movement 

Exemplar: Tarrow 
Level of 

Immigrant 
Threat 

Concentrated 

Mechanism: Political Machines 

Theory: Political Conflict 

Exemplar: Beisel 

Mechanism: Immigrant Riots 

Theory: none 

Exemplar: none 
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The third approach, taken by Gusfield (1963). Tarrow (1994) and others emphasizes 

the power of social movements as a means to confront an aggregate threat. The Anti-

Saloon League and other movements may have been constituted, in part, to combat the 

threat of aggregate immigration by restricting immigrant culture and drinking habits. 

A fourth approach is logically apparent from Table 2.1. This approach would 

emphasize the threat of concentrated groups of immigrants at the system level. One 

example of this might be rioting, in which immigrants violently opposed political or 

cultural systems with which they did not agree. However, there is no evidence that 

riots or other similar actions played a role in the Prohibition movement, and no 

theoretical work on the link between rioting and moral reform movements, so this 

fourth potential is not here considered. 

In the remainder of this section. I show that none of the approaches to the 

immigrant/reform relationship is sufficient to explain the passage of alcohol 

Prohibition and I evaluate their status as background considerations or contributing 

factors. 

Aggregated Immigration 

If aggregate immigration was a major cause of prohibitionist sentiments, as 

suggested by Gusfield (1963), then we should expect that immigration would be 

increasing in the decades prior to the passage of the 18"* Amendment. A high 
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proportion of immigrants in the population would have caused the native bom to take 

action to protect their culture, power and prestige. I examine immigration trends with 

two measures; (1) the percent foreign bom of the population and (2) the percent native 

bom of foreign parents, using data from the 1890 to 1930 U.S. censuses. Both 

measures are restricted to whites only, due to inconsistencies in the way the U.S. 

Census collected data on non-whites bom of foreign parents. 

These two measures reflect the balance of power between native and immigrant 

influence. To conclude that aggregate levels of immigration were either the main or an 

important impetus behind prohibitionist sentiments, one would expect that both of 

these measures would be increasing in decades prior to the 18"* Amendment's passage. 

To conclude that aggregate levels of immigration were a contributing factor, one or the 

other of these measures would be increasing. To conclude that aggregate levels of 

immigration were part of the background against which national prohibition was 

passed, these measures would be declining. 

Aggregate immigration for 1890 to 1920 is presented in Table 2.2. The 

percentage of foreign bom people in the U.S. population was at its height in 1890. at 

14.61%. The i)ercentage of native bom people of foreign parents peaked in the 1900 

census, at 20.80%. Between 1900 and 1920, the percentage of the population that was 

foreign bom declined. In 1910, 14.54% of the population was foreign bom, and by 



Table 2.2 Percentage of the U.S. Population that was Foreign Bom or Native Bom of 

Foreign Parents, by Census Year, 1890 to 1930 

Year % Foreign Bom % Native Bom of Foreign Parents 

1890 14.61% 18.42% 

1900 13.59% 20.80% 

1910 14.54% 14.07% 

1920 13.00% 14.90% 

1930 10.91% 13.87% 
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1920 this segment of the population had declined further to 13.00%. The percentage 

of the population that was native bom of foreign parents declined from 1900 to 1910, 

and then held steady until 1920. 

The percentage of the population that was foreign bom was falling in the 

decades before prohibition was passed. This suggests that aggregate immigration was 

not the main or even an important cause of prohibitionist sentiments. However, 

because the percentage of the population that was of foreign-bom parents was holding 

steady, aggregate immigration cannot be dismissed outright as a factor in Prohibition's 

passage. Aggregate immigration was part of the background that contributed to 

prohibition's passage but was in and of itself neither a necessary nor a sufficient cause 

of that passage. 

Concentrated Immigration 

The second theorized link between immigration and Prohibition focuses on the 

idea that a concentrated group of immigrants forms a unique political threat to the 

larger native bom community, even if that group is proportionately small. Beisel 

(1990; 1993) and Brown and Wamer (1992) suggest a link between immigrant 

concentration and moral reform movements. They found that moral reform 

movements were more likely to occur in cities that had a high ratio of inunigrants to 
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non-immigrants. They demonstrated that concentrated groups of inmiigrants 

represented a threat to the political and cultural power of non-immigrants. 

If there were a link between concentration of immigration and prohibition's 

passage, it would be manifest at the state level. The key mechanism of the immigrant 

concentration approach is that concentrated groups of immigrants are a threat to non

immigrant (particularly elite) power. The link between immigrant concentration and 

prohibition is here explored at the state level. 

If immigrant concentration is linked to Prohibition's passage, we would expect 

that states with high concentrations of immigrants would pass stronger state-level 

prohibition laws prior to the establishment of the 18'" Amendment as a means to 

control the political power of immigrants. By the same logic, states that did not have 

areas of high-immigrant concentration would have passed weaker prohibition laws. To 

test this hypothesis. I examine the relationship between immigrant concentration and 

state-level prohibition laws as of 1910. 1910 is an appropriate year to e.xamine this 

data, since the ASL did not take the prohibition battle to the national level until 1914. 

Furthermore. 1910 was a census year, so inunigration data can be studied. 

To measure the strength of state prohibition laws, I rely on the historical 

accounts of Cherrington (1920), Colvin (1926) and Repeal Associates' (1960a; 1960b). 

One indicator of the support a state's population had for national prohibition is the 
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nature of that state's prohibition laws enacted before national prohibition was passed. 

Prior to the passage of national prohibition, there were three forms of state prohibition: 

(I) local option, which allowed the citizens of individual cities or counties within a 

state to vote to make their city or county dry, (2) statutory prohibition, which made the 

entire state dry through an act of the legislature, and (3) constitutional prohibition, 

which made the entire state dry by amending the state constitution. Local option was 

the weakest of these forms; it was a simple matter for a thirsty person to import alcohol 

from a neighboring town or county. Constitutional prohibition was the strongest form, 

since it required a high level of consensus to implement, and statutory prohibition was 

an intermediate form. I measure a state's commitment to prohibition by the nature of 

its state prohibition law in 1917, the year the 18"* amendment passed the United States 

House and Senate. 

To measure immigrant concentration. I use county-level population data from 

the 1910 U.S. Census. The county is the appropriate level of analysis for this test 

because local option laws applied to both the county and city levels. A focus on cities 

would ignore the possibility that residents of a county that contained a large city might 

lobby their state legislatures for a local option law in order to control residents of the 

city. Immigrant concentration is measured as the nimiber of immigrants living in a 

' Repeal Associates replaced the Association Against the Prohibition Amendment 
(AAPA), which was disbanded in 1933. 
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county as a percentage of that county's total population. Only counties with a 

population of 5,000 or more are examined. To examine counties with high immigrant 

concentration, data from the 20 counties with the highest ratio of foreign-bom whites 

to native bom whites are used. To examine counties with low immigrant 

concentration, data from the 20 counties with the lowest ratio of foreign bom whites to 

native bom whites (these are counties with only 1 or 0 foreign bom white resident) are 

used. 

Table 2.3 summarizes the relationship between concentration of immigrants 

and the laws of the state in which they lived. Among states with counties that had a 

high concentration of immigrants, two had no prohibition laws, 16 had local option 

laws, one had statutory prohibition and one had constitutional prohibition. Among 

states with counties that had low immigrant concentration, all had some form of 

prohibition; nine had local option laws, and 11 had statutory prohibition. 

There is no obvious pattem in Table 2.3. While the only state in this analysis to 

have the strongest form of prohibition (constitutional) was a high concentration state, 

the only states to have no prohibition laws at all were also high concentration states. 

At the same time, every low concentration state had some form of prohibition. This is 

counter to the positive relationship between immigrant concentration and the strength 

of state prohibition laws suggested by the political conflict model. The political 
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Table 2-3 State" Prohibition Laws in Effect in States that Contained Counties^ with the 

Highest and Lowest Immigrant Concentration 

Counties 

State Prohibition Laws' 

Counties 

None 

Local 

Option 

Statutory 

Prohibition 

Constitutional 

Prohibition 

Counties with high 

immigrant 

concentration 

2 16 1 1 

Counties with low 

immigrant 

concentration 

0 9 11 0 

' All Prohibition laws were passed by state legislatures. Even local option prohibition 
required state authorization before counties or cities could vote themselves dry. 
^ Among counties with 5,000 or more residents. 
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competition thesis of Beisel (1993) and Brown and Warner (1992) caimot be 

extrapolated to the prohibition case. 

Neither aggregate immigration (measured as the percentage foreign-bom) nor 

the concentrated inmiigration (measured as the percentage of immigrants living in the 

largest cities) can explain why the 18''' Amendment was passed in 1917. Immigration 

may have contributed to the political environment that made prohibition and 

temperance salient. However, immigration alone cannot account for the passage of the 

eighteenth amendment. The remainder of this chapter examines inter- and intra-class 

conflicts over Prohibition. 

INTER-CLASS CONFLICTS OVER PROHIBITION 

A second set of explanations of Prohibition's passage that takes the " means to 

an end" approach focuses on conflict between classes over alcohol and alcohol's role 

in both culture and economy. For these theories. Prohibition is part of the larger class-

conflict between workers and elites. 

Class-conflict based theories of Prohibition's passage take two forms. The first 

focuses on children. Duis (1983) and Beisel (1990) both argue that moral reforms 

aimed at immigrants were in fact attempts to protect the children of the upper classes. 

According to Duis, the upper class saw working class saloons as part of a complex of 

social vices, including gambling eind prostitution. Similarly. Beisel argues that the 
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upper class saw working-class immigrant saloons (and other social institutions such as 

clubs and ice-skating rinks) as sources of obscenity and pornography. In both cases, 

elites attacked these working class institutions as a way of reducing the availability 

vices to elite children. If elite children were drawn into the social worlds of vice, they 

were in danger of degenerating; elite parents feared that their children would not be 

able to fulfill the social obligations necessary to elite lifestyles after engaging in such 

vices. Thus, controlling the working class and eliminating the saloon was vital to 

reproducing the elite class. 

The second form of the class conflict position focuses on conflicts between 

workers and employers, suggesting that elite support of prohibition was an attempt to 

control workers (Wiebe 1967). Around the country, there were pockets of elite 

opposition to other issues of working class morality, such as the dance hall (Peiss 

1986) and pornography (Beisel 1990). Why did some elite opposition to the working 

class coalesce around alcohol? Rumbarger (1989) shows that elites supported 

prohibition because it was a means for employers to control working class leisure. 

Many employers, such as Henry Ford, felt that working class leisure was a waste of 

time that furthermore interfered with the efficient fimctioning of capitalist production. 

By eliminating alcohol consumption as a viable leisure activity, these employers hoped 

to make workers more efficient. If workers were not drinking, the hope was that they 

would arrive at work on time and would have fewer accidents. Some elites saw the 
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fight against saloons as a fight against unions. Saloons often lent meeting space to 

unions and saloons were convenient places for union organizers to meet informally 

with workers. Consequently, elite hostility toward unions spilled over to the saloon. 

The difference between the child-protection and worker-control versions of the 

class-conflict theories is the motivation of elites. In both theories, elites are at the 

forefront of the reform movement and are attempting to control the working class for 

their own ends. Therefore, the impact of both motivations on Prohibition's passage can 

be measured indirectly by assessing the state of worker/employer conflicts between 

1910 and 1917. If Prohibition's passage were one manifestation of worker/employer 

conflict, these conflicts would have been escalating in the 1910 to 1917 period, when 

the ASL was making its case for national Prohibition. 

Two measures are used here to assess whether worker/employer conflicts were 

escalating. The first is the percentage of the workforce that was unionized. This is an 

indirect measure of worker/employer conflict and assumes that employers resisted 

worker unionization efforts - an assumption justified by histories of the early 20"* 

century union movement (see for example Nelson 1997). If the percent of the 

workforce that was unionized in 1910 to 1917 was increasing, then employee/worker 

conflict can be asstuned to also have been increasing. In addition, if worker/employee 

conflict was increasing prior to Prohibition's passage, that is indirect evidence for a 

link between class conflict and Prohibition. 
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As demonstrated in Figure 2.1, the percentage of the workforce that was 

organized in unions held steady between 1910 and 1917. at between 6% and 7% a year. 

Historical accounts indicate that about three-quarters of what union growth occurred 

between 1910 and 1920 occurred in just a few sectors: building, transportation, metal, 

machinery, and clothing (Millis and Montgomery 1945). However, throughout the 

decade, union organizing in manufacturing increased dramatically. A series of strikes 

between 1909 and 1913 demonstrated the union threat to manufacturers. In 1909-

1910, the shirtwaist strikes resulted in closed-shop agreements in 90% of the shirtwaist 

factories in New York City. Other strike victories among clothing workers followed in 

New York and Chicago. By 1915, clothing workers had demonstrated that 

manufacturing workers could be effectively organized. The largest growth in union 

memberships in the 1910s occurred between 1917 and 1920. after the 18"* Amendment 

had passed Congress. Whether this was in response to Prohibition or other issues is 

irrelevant here; the point is that union growth followed Prohibition's passage in the 

1910s rather than proceeding it Union growth itself cannot be a key factor in 

Prohibition's passage. 



Figure 2.1 Union Membership as a Percentage of the Labor Force, 1900 to 1920 
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However, even small unions can be responsible for large work disruptions and 

violence. Consequently, I employ a second, more direct measure of employer/worker 

conflict. The number of workstoppages beginning in a give year is a measure of direct 

conflict between workers and their employers. If class conflict were an important 

factor in Prohibition's passage, workstoppages would be increasing in the 1910 to 1917 

period. Unfortunately, U.S. Census data on work stoppages was not collected from 

1906 to 1913, so the data is not continuous. However, the trend is suggestive. As 

Table 2.4 shows, there were 2,186 work stoppages in 1905 involving only 0.90% of the 

nation's wage earners. By 1916, there were 3.789 work stoppages involving 3.97% of 

the workforce and in 1919, there were 3630 workstoppages involving 10.11% of the 

workforce. This suggests that while unions were not growing in size between 1910 and 

1917, union/employer conflicts were becoming more numerous and involved more 

workers. This conclusion can only be tentative, due to the missing data from 1906 to 

1915. 

While union membership was holding steady during the 1910 to 1917 period. 

workstoppages were increasing. This indicates that the intensity of conflicts between 

workers and employers was increasing during the period just prior to Prohibition's 

passage. This thread is taken up again in the next chapter. 
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Table 2.4 Workstoppages and Workforce Size, 1900 to 1920 

Workers in the Percent of 

Workstoppages Workers Involved! Workforce Workforce 

Year^ Beginning (in thousands) (in thousands) Involved 

1900 1839 568 29025 1.96% 

1901 3012 564 29959 1.88% 

1902 3240 692 30905 2.24% 

1903 3648 788 31842 2.47% 

1904 2419 574 32605 1.76% 

1905 2186 302 33653 0.90% 

•• •• •• •• 

1916 3789 1600 40314 3.97% 

1917 4450 1230 40752 3.02% 

1918 3353 1240 41088 3.02% 

1919 3630 4160 41159 10.11% 

1920 3411 1460 41897 3.48% 

Source: Bureau of the Census (1949) Series D62. D224. D225. 

* Information on workstoppages was not collected from 1906 to 1916 
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CONCLUSION 

Tumultuous conflicts over immigration and class took place in the 1910s, but 

did these conflicts lead to Prohibition's passage? Evidence suggests that conflicts over 

immigration were not important factors leading to the passage of Prohibition. 

Aggregate immigration was not increasing in the 1910 to 1917 period, and 

concentrated immigration does not appear to be related to Prohibition laws. However, 

this does not necessarily mean that immigrants themselves did not play a role in the 

battle over Prohibition legislation. 

There are indications that conflicts between workers and employers were 

increasing in the years prior to Prohibition's passage. Although union membership was 

not increasing, workstoppages were becoming more frequent and involved more of the 

workforce. These workstoppages were particularly violent and frequent in the 

manufacturing sector. 

The next chapter examines the roles that immigrants played in the battle over 

Prohibition, considers the implications of increased worker/employer conflict in the 

manufacturing sector, and relates these to the passage of Prohibition. 
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CHAPTER 3 

WAR AND OPPOSITION: 

PASSAGE OF THE 18™ AMENDMENT 

Why was the 18"* Amendment passed? What factors lead to its success in 1918 

and 1919? The last chapter examined the possibility that Prohibition was merely a proxy 

war over immigration and class, concluding that Prohibition cannot be reduced to a 

simple tool used by one group against another. However, that does not mean that issues 

of citizenship, identity and class were not a part of the Prohibition battle. 

This chapter addresses three questions. What role did elites, particularly those 

from manufacturing, play in the Prohibition movement? What did the opposition to the 

Prohibition movement look like, and what roles did immigrants, the working class and 

the alcohol industry play in it? Why did the 18"' Amendment pass? 

Before examining these issues. I briefly describe the workings of the Anti-Saloon 

League. As the preeminent organization in support of Prohibition, an understanding of 

the ASL is essential for an understanding of both the immigrant opposition to 

Prohibition and the role of union/employer conflict. 

THE ANTI-SALOON LEAGUE 

The Anti-Saloon League was established in 1893 with a corporate structure. The 

natiorud Le£^e selected leaders at the state level, and the state leagues selected leaders 
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at the local level. There were some democratic elements to the league's structure. 

Representatives were elected at the local level to serve on state boards, and the state 

boards elected officials to attend national conventions. However, major decisions about 

strategy and direction were made at the national level and then sent down to the state and 

local leagues. The state boards and national conventions were opportunities to solidify 

support among the rank and file and to explain new policies. The boards and 

conventions did not play a role in the formation of those policies (Kerr 1985. Odegard 

1928. Clark 1976). This was in marked contrast to other temperance and prohibition 

organizations, such as the WCTU. which was not fiilly bureaucratic and relied far more 

on democratic decision-making rules (Kerr 1985). 

The ASL relied on modem social movement tactics to accomplish its goals. The 

ASL had a paid staff of secretaries and lobbyists who called on Senators and 

Representatives to persuade them to support dry legislation. The fact that ASL lobbyists 

were paid a salary was unique - ASL opponents often claimed that these paid staff did 

not truly believe in Prohibition and that they were mainly shills for dry leaders. The key 

strategy pursued by the ASL was to offer politicians "votes for votes": if a politician 

would vote positively on dry issues, the ASL offered blocks of votes in that politician's 

home district in exchange. This ability to offer swing votes to one candidate or another 

gave the ASL a great deal of power (Kerr 1985). 

Furthermore, the ASL would support any candidate &om any party who was dry 

and had a good chance of winning the election. This caused some tension between the 

ASL and other dry groups, like the Prohibition Party, because the ASL would back dry 
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Republicans or Democrats over Prohibition candidates. Many of these tactics were 

copied by other social movements in the early 1900s and later (notably the suffrage 

movement), and are now considered modem social movement tactics (Kerr 1985). 

The hierarchical native of the ASL indicates that for matters of policy, only the 

national level matters. The decision to pursue a national Prohibition su-ategy, one that 

focused on an amendment, was made at the national level. An understanding of the 

national-level strategy requires an understanding of the national League's resources. 

This is not to say that state Leagues were irrelevant to Prohibition's passage; they 

provided significant organizing and lobbying efforts once the IS*** Amendment was 

approved. However, the national League entirely directed those efforts. This focus on 

the national League leads to an exploration of the League's funding and support in the 

1910 to 1917 period. 

ELITE SUPPORT OF PROHIBITION 

As discussed in chapter 2. there is some evidence to suggest that manufacturers 

had a particular interest in prohibition. As union/employer conflicts in the 

manufacturing sector intensified, manufacturers increasingly turned to Prohibition as one 

solution to their problems. Cherrington. one of the ASL's long-term leaders, attributed 

much of prohibition's success in 1914 and afterward to business leadership, writing that 

"we had finally interested business men of large interests and large caliber in this 

movement and they gave liberally to see this thing through" (quoted in Rumbarger 1989: 

182). 
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The key issue from the power elite perspective discussed in chapter I, is whether 

these business supporters were from multiple segments of the economy or from a few 

segments. If elite supporters of the ASL are from multiple segments of the economy, 

then it is unlikely that Prohibition appealed to any particular elite segment. However, if 

these supporters are from a small number of sectors, then it is likely that either (a) 

Prohibition held a particular appeal for elites in that sector or (b) the ASL sought out 

support from that sector. In either case, given the evidence suggesting that League 

leaders recognized they would not succeed without business support, that sector-based 

support would have been crucial for Prohibition's passage. 

Elite support for temperance and prohibition extends back to the early 1800s. 

Rumbarger (1989) documents extensive elite influence on the early temperance 

movement. In Maine, the first dry state, the passage of what came to be known as "the 

Maine Law" was brought about in large part by Neil Dow. a manufacturer who 

advocated prohibition as a way to make workers more productive (Rumbarger 1989: 31-

37). Since the bulk of Rumbarger's work focuses on the temperance movements of the 

19"* century, and consequently does not examine ASL in detail. I build on his foundation 

here. 

The Committee of Fifty was a group of academics, government officials, and 

manufacturers established to study the liquor question at the turn of the century (Levine 

1983). In its survey of the economic effects of prohibition. The Committee found that in 

workplaces which banned alcohol use among employees, the object was "to prevent 

accidents, or to secure better work, better economy, or greater responsibility in positions 
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of trust" (Billings. Eliot. Famam, Greene, and Peabody 1905: 133). The elimination of 

alcohol was seen as a tremendous boon to manufacturing, since sober workers were 

thought to be more productive. R.H. Scott, a factory manager of Reo Motor Car 

Company, examined this relationship between productivity and sobriety in an article 

published in the 1912 ASL Yearbook. Scott found that in the ten weeks of his study. 

190 workers missed work because of drinking: 

Such absences mean a considerable loss to the manufacturer, for when a 
man fails to appear machines and other men must wait until the man's 
place can be filled. Time means money. If. after a night in the saloon. 
the men do come to work, in their groggy condition their working ability 
is often impaired and they waste considerable material (Cherrington 
1912: 31). 

Manufacturers were not only interested in having sober workers, but were also interested 

in ensuring that workers had the funds to purchase manufacmred goods. Heath (1908: 

144) argued that prohibition was necessary not because alcohol was immoral, but 

because it was "a persistent competitor against all legitimate trade." Every penny spent 

on liquor represented a penny that was not spent on manufactured goods. John S. 

Patterson, of the Revere Rubber Company in Chelsea. Massachusetts, put the matter 

succinctly. He argued that in Chelsea, which had recently become dry, "there is more 

money for the family, more money for the stores, and more money for the savings 

banks" (Cherrington 1908: 84). 

Did manufacturers and retailers have an effect on the ASL? 1913 marked the 

beginning of a serious effort by the Anti-Saloon League to gamer support from 

America's upper class. Howard Russell, a secretary of the ASL, began a sustained 
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campaign to win financial support from elites. Russell traveled the country, holding 

meetings for manufacturers and other businessmen, and by 1916 had raised over $90,000 

for the ASL (Rumbarger 1989: 179). But which elites were responding to Russell's 

appeals? Unfortunately for data collection, this was the era before registered lobbying 

and reporting to the Federal Elections Commission. Even in the face of a congressional 

investigation, the ASL never disclosed the details of its financial status (Kyvig 1979: 

129). 

Since direct evidence of elite support of the ASL is not available in the way of 

financial records. I turn to an examination of the ASL's leadership as an alternative 

measure of elite support for the ASL. The background of elites among the leadership is 

unlikely to differ substantially from those of large donors. In fact, large donors are 

highly likely to be among the leadership. I e.xamine the background of the ASL's 

leadership to measure the link between economic segment and support for the Anti-

Saloon League. 

From 1908 to 1913. there were only five leaders in the ASL with backgrounds in 

retail, banking or manufacturing among the ASL leadership. Between 1914 and 1920. 

there were thirteen'. While this increase is slight in and of itself, the impact of these new 

leaders was significant. These new leaders influenced the League's efforts in publicity, 

recruitment and campaigning, and brought their network connections to the League's 

efforts. One of these new members, Delcevare King, a banker from Massachusetts. 

' Based on the author's examination of leaders' biographies. Biographic data was found 
on 40% of people who were leaders in the national League from 1908 to 1920. 
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brought the League a great deal of publicity when he offered a prize of $200 in gold to 

the person who could create the best new word for describing a person who violated 

prohibition laws. King's contest was advertised, promoted and discussed in numerous 

newspapers and magazines across the country. "Scofflaw" was the winning word. 

Other new leaders, such as S. S. Kresge, brought to the League their network 

connections to other well-off people who could donate much needed funds to the 

prohibition cause. Kresge was the founder of a variety of retail stores. He began 

working with the ASL in 1915. in conjunction with the League's safety and efficiency 

bureau. In 1918 he became part of the national leadership as a member of the e.xecutive 

committee. Kresge's leadership succeeded in winning contributions from about 14.000 

businessmen (Kerr 1985: 154). 

The League had its greatest recruitment success after 1914 among manufacturers, 

recruiting leaders from large concerns like Union Oil and smaller businesses like 

Monroe Calculating Machine Company. This new emphasis on 

manufacturing is reflected in the ASL annual yearbooks. From 1908 to 1911. the 

Yearbooks did not include detailed information about manufacturing. However, the 

1912 Yearbook included one page about how prohibition would positively effect 

manufacturing, while the 1914 Yearbook included 3 pages, and the 1915 through 1918 

Yearbooks included 4.5 to 5 pages each. While the Yearbooks grew from 246 pages in 

1908 to 326 pages in 1920, it is still significant that coverage of manufacturing grew 

firom nothing to several pages. It indicates that the ASL was attempting to represent 

manufacturers interests. 
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Manufacturers, bankers and retailers brought new ideas and, more importantly, 

new money, to the ASL after 1913. In the face of recent union gains, manufacturers in 

particular sought prohibition as a means to control their workers and expand their 

profits. This infusion of new money and new ideas into the League made it stronger 

after 1914 than at any previous period. However, the ASL was opposed in its campaign 

for national prohibition. The next section examines the opposition to prohibition. 

OPPOSITION TO PROHIBITION 

Prohibition was not unopposed. Alcohol producers and retailers opposed it both 

because it would eliminate their livelihood, but also because it represented an expansion 

of government power over industry. The working class opposed it as a threat to their 

lifestyle. German-Americans opposed it as a threat to their identity. However, these 

disparate sources of opposition failed to unify against Prohibition. Where they might 

have succeeded together, they failed separately. 

Opposition fi*om Alcohol-Producing Industries 

The two major industry-organizations opposing prohibition were the United 

States Brewers Association (USBA) and the National Wholesale Liquor Dealers' 

Association (NWLDA) (Kerr 1985: 161-162). The alcohol industries sent 

representatives to most prohibition-related congressional hearings and lobbied members 

of Congress. However, opposition from the alcohol industry was not unified. The 

industry was divided by product. 



As discussed below, most brewers were German, and although they emphasized 

their patriotism, they were vulnerable to charges of treason in the racially charged 

atmosphere of World War I. German brewers engaged in their own anti-prohibition 

campaigning both through the USBA and independently. For example. Anheuser-Busch 

set aside $300,000 in 1909 for anti-prohibition advertising. 

Fatally, brewers refused to join forces with distillers. One trade journal argued that 

"the beer business has nothing in common with the whiskey business. Quite the contrary 

[sic]. Their interests are apart and. under present conditions, antagonistic" (quoted in 

Kerr 1985: 162). Brewers maintained that beer was a healthful drink; in fact, in 

Congressional testimony, their paid lobbyist argued that "two-thirds, even a greater 

proportion, of beer is food" (U.S. House 1904: 125). In contrast, they argued that 

distilled alcohol was poisonous. Brewers argued that whisky and other distilled spirits 

were unhealthy and that they were the cause of the crime and social problems associated 

with alcohol (U.S. Senate 1910: 61). In fact, brewers routinely claimed to be a greater 

"temperance factor" than the Anti-Saloon League, since prohibition drove the alcohol 

industry underground and since "it is an acknowledged fact that as fast as the 

consumption of malt liquor increases the consumption of spirituous liquor decreases" 

(U.S. House 1904: 192). Some brewers even thought that Prohibition would not have a 

significant effect on their industry, and that it might even aid the industry by taking away 

the distiller's market share (Baron 1962). 

Telling evidence of the split between the brewers and distillers can be found in the 

passage of wartime prohibition. In 1917, President Wilson put future president Herbert 
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Hoover in charge of the Food Administration, an executive branch agency intended to 

regulate food production, distribution and sale for the duration of World War I. Hoover 

requested that congress pass a food control act that would give the Food Administration 

power over the nation's food supply. Dry members of the House added an amendment 

to the bill that would outlaw the use of grain in the production of alcoholic beverages. 

Opponents of the bill, many of whom were personally opposed to Hoover's methods, 

supported the amendment in the hopes that it would kill the Food Administration 

entirely. However, Hoover and Wilson were boxed into support for the amendment 

since it would conserve grain. Hoover was neither a teetotaler nor a dry. and was known 

to have daily cocktails during the war (Nash 1996: 415), and Wilson never publicly 

stated his views on Prohibition, maintaining that it was an issue for Congress (Clark 

1976: 130). Thus, their support for wartime Prohibition is assumed to be strictly 

political. 

Alter two months of rancorous debate in both houses of congress, the bill was 

finally passed in August 1917 and signed by Wilson. The final bill authorized the Food 

Administration and granted it much of the authority Hoover had requested. It also 

outlawed the use of grain in the production of distilled beverage alcohol, and gave the 

President power to regulate the production of the beer and wine industries (Nash 1996: 

73). When these provisions were added to the bill, brewers abandoned distillers. The 

USB A ceased lobbying against the bill, and some individual brewers actually began 

lobbying ^ passage. After passage. President Wilson set the maximum allowable 

alcohol content in beer to 2.75% (Pegram 1998: 146-147). Thus, distilled liquor was 
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prohibited before the 18'*' Amendment was ratified. Brewers and distillers failed to 

recognize their common threat. 

In contrast to its antipathy toward the distilling industry, evidence suggests that the 

brewers and wine-makers tried to work together against prohibition. Wine-makers, like 

brewers, hoped that they would be exempt from Prohibition law, and thus did not 

actively seek to work with distillers to fight Prohibition (Pinney 1989: 435). The major 

problems preventing closer ties between the brewers and vinmers were (1) geography, 

since the American vintoers were located mainly in California, while the brewers were 

located chiefly in the mid-west and east, and (2) a lack of formal organizational ties. 

The USBA did not have formal links to the California Wine-makers Association or the 

Grape Growers Protective Association (Heintz 1990: 322). Wine-makers rarely 

appeared in congressional hearings, and did not actively engage in large-scale opposition 

to national Prohibition. 

In contrast to the brewers' and wine-makers' arguments that the true culprit in 

alcohol-related problems was distilled alcohol, distillers' tended to argue against 

Prohibition on the grounds that it violated the constitution, in particular the protection of 

privacy and the principle of freedom. Warwick Hough, the representative of the 

National Wholesale Liquor Dealers' Association (NWLDA), argued that prohibition "is 

not only unconstitutional, but absolutely antagonistic to every principal upon which our 

Government was founded and utterly destructive of the natural and inherent rights of 

man..." (U.S. House 1904: 60). 
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These divisions among alcohol producers were recognized as a boon by 

Prohibition forces. Wayne B. Wheeler's biographer, who had also been his social 

secretary, wrote in 1928 that "it was largely due to this division in the wet ranks that the 

course of prohibition in the states and nation was so smooth." (Steuart 1970). The 

economic divisions among alcohol producers meant that there was no united attempt by 

producers to stop prohibition. Tellingly, there was no over-arching producers 

organization focused on prohibition. Producers protested through their traditional 

industry organizations. As the producers argued among themselves, the Anti-Saloon 

League pressed forward. 

Opposition From Alcohol Retailers 

There were similar divisions among alcohol retailers. As more and more states 

passed local option laws, local cities and counties began to pass laws which either 

eliminated the sale of alcohol completely, or limited it to certain times and places. Many 

of these laws limited the total number of retail establishments that could be located in 

one area. In 1913, Ohio limited the total number of saloons to 5,828. At the time, there 

were almost 8.500 saloons in the state. This meant that each county's licensing board 

had to examine the saloons in its county and determine which were worthy of a state 

license. Consequently, many sdoons-owners lost their licenses and "formed 

organizations to spy upon the lucky ones and report any infiractions of law or discipline" 

(Whisky Centre 1913) to open up some licenses and re-enter the business. Bonfort's 

Wine and Spirit Circular reported that over 90% of the rejected license applicants were 
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men who had spent their whole lives as saloon-keepers, making them desperate to re

open their establishments (Whisky Centre 1913). Similarly, the licensed saloonists 

argued that it was in their best interests to drive the unlicensed and disreputable saloons 

out of business, thus giving the trade a "cleaner" image (U.S. Senate 1899: 8). One trade 

publication editorialized that: "There is no important sentiment in America against the 

use of liquor in itself. But there is an important opposition to saloons. The bad saloons 

are responsible for 100 per cent of this hostile feeling. The good saloons do not 

contribute an atom to it (Western Department 1912; 24)." Consequently, licensed 

saloon-owners tended to police unlicensed saloons in their communities, and to focus on 

conducting their own business "on as high a plane as possible" (One Way 1913: 42). 

In addition to the division between the licensed and unlicensed saloonists, a further 

division e.xisted between brewery-affiliated saloons and independent saloons. Brewery-

affiliated saloons tended to be larger and were able to influence the distribution of 

licenses at the local level (Whisky Centre 1914). As a result, smaller, independent 

saloons were more likely to go out of business. Those that did stay in business were 

driven to compete directly with the larger brewery-affiliated saloons. 

The segmentation of alcohol retailers and alcohol producers meant that no 

organized opposition to Prohibition was presented by the alcohol industry. Some 

segments of the industry desired to use Prohibition against others and thereby gain an 

advantage. This failure to present a unified front in the face of the drys enhanced the 

ASL's position. Not only were the wets unable to mount an effective, strong opposition, 

their very disunity and weakness emphasized the ASL's strength and enhanced the 
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appearance that the ASL represented a large segment of the population against which the 

industry could only muster self-interested, weak resistance. 

Opposition From the Working Class 

Further opposition to Prohibition was found among America's working classes. 

Saloons were largely working-class establishments, and unions often held meetings and 

recruited members in saloons (Duis 1983). However, unions were not unified in their 

opposition to Prohibition, and in fact, the question of Prohibition threatened to divide the 

labor movement. Labor leaders had strong personal opinions about prohibition. Samuel 

Gompers himself was against prohibition, but other leaders such as Charles Stelzle 

supported it. In addition, the Brewery Workers Union staged protests at union 

conventions against Prohibition. Gompers realized that Prohibition had the potential to 

divide the labor movement and avoided the divisive issue by steering the AFL away 

from addressing Prohibition on the national level. 

Only in 1919 did the AFL's national convention pass a resolution opposing war

time Prohibition, and then it only supported the legalization of beer, not distilled liquor 

or wine (Montgomery 1987: 305; Trachtenberg 1920: 152). To complicate matters even 

ftirther, the IWW declared itself neutral on Prohibition and condemned the efforts of 

brewery workers to protest Prohibition, arguing that such protests served the interests of 

capitalists by dividing workers along non-class lines (Pro-Beer 1919). 

The internal divisions of the union movement prevented it from effectively 

opposing Prohibition. While many individual members of the working class may have 
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opposed Prohibition privately, the organizations that represented them did not oppose it 

publicly. This contributed to the dearth of organized, effective opposition to the ASL 

and its program. 

Opposition From German-Americans 

Many German-Americans opposed prohibition because it not only threatened 

German cultural institutions, such as the biergarten. but it also threatened their jobs in 

brewing-related industries. German beer was introduced to the United States in the 

1840s, and by the 1860s it dominated the American beer market (Baron 1962: 175. 184. 

212-3). Consider the case of beer brewing in Missouri. Of all breweries active in 

Missouri between 1810 and 1971. 93% were owned and operated by Germans, and by 

1900, St. Louis was the third largest brewing center in the United States. In 1917. there 

were 11,000 jobs in the St. Louis area dependent on beer brewing, predominantly held 

by German immigrants or the descendents of immigrants (Burnett and Lebbering 1966: 

108; Detjen 1985: 47; Gerlach 1976: 125; Nagel 1977: 99). Germans dominated the 

brewing industry. 

The German-American Alliance (GAA) emerged as the preeminent German anti-

prohibition organization, supported both financially and morally by members of the 

German community and by other German organizations (Detjen 1985: 1; Sullivan 1990: 

48). The Alliance was covertly financed by the United States Brewers' Association 

(USBA), which began fimneiing funds to the Alliance as early as 1913 (Pegram 1998: 

145). The Alliance campaigned against prohibition at federal, state and local levels, and 
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was successful in rallying both German and non-German support for the anti-prohibition 

side. 

Although the GAA was smaller than the ASL. it formed the backbone of 

Prohibition resistance. Since neither the working class nor the alcohol industry could 

muster a unified, organized opposition to Prohibition, the GAA's significance was 

greater than its numbers or financial power. It was the only organized national anti-

Prohibition presence appearing in Congressional hearings. From 1904 to 1914, the GAA 

marshaled its members into appearances before various congressional committees that 

held hearings on Prohibition. The GAA formed a coalition with other organizations, 

including various German churches and organizations such as the Germania Club, to 

testify in hearings against Prohibition." As shown in figure 3.1. during those ten years, 

the GAA coalition was represented at almost every major Prohibition hearing. The ASL 

recognized the significance of the GAA by putting significant resources into destroying 

it. 

Wayne Wheeler and other ASL leaders developed a series of "spies" in the 

German-American community who were sympathetic to Prohibition and who would 

report on GAA activities. Furthermore, Wheeler gathered a significant amount of 

evidence about the GAA that would ultimately contribute to its fall firom power (Steuart 

1927). 

~ Members of the GAA coalition included the German Evangelical Church, St. Paul's 
German Lutheran Church, the United German Societies, the Personal Liberty League, 
the Turn Bezerk and various other German-American societies. 



Figure 3.1 Institutional Affiliation of Witnesses in Prohibition Hearings, 1900-1920 
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After the European beginning of World War I in 1914. the patriotism of German-

Americans and of the German-American Alliance was increasingly called into question 

(Merz 1931). During the period of official American "neutrality" in the war (biased as it 

may have been), the GAA and other German American groups held ftind-raisers to 

benefit the German Red Cross and other societies working for the war effort in 

Germany. The GAA lobbied President Wilson directly, urging him to maintain 

American neutrality and to end loans to the allies. After the Lusitania incident, the 

German-American Alliance maintained that while the incident was unfortunate, the ship 

was carrying munitions to the allies and was therefore a valid military target (Child 

1939: 57-84). 

At the same time, the ASL organized several prominent American leaders against 

the GAA. They enlisted the support of former President Theodore Roosevelt and 

provided him with material for various editorials against the GAA. They passed 

information garnered from the informants in the German-American community to 

various members of Congress (Steuert 1927). 

When the United States did enter the war on the allied side, the GAA was in a 

difficult position. It immediately ceased all pro-German fundraising, and its President. 

Charles Hexamer, declared unequivocally that all German-Americans were Americans 

first and foremost and that they did support the war effort. However, the damage had 

already been done. Memories of earlier GAA pro-German agitation did not fade 

(Pegram 1998: 144-145). 
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The Anti-Saloon League continually used the connection between Germans and 

beer to stir-up resentment towards the alcohol industry as a whole. ASL propaganda 

drew a tight connection between the GAA's pro-German war efforts and its anti-

prohibition efforts. ASL members were told that "the liquor party has been flooding 

Congress with petitions from German societies", and that they must send petitions 

themselves in order to prevent undue foreign influence over the alcohol issue (U.S. 

House 1904: 155). A November 1918 campaign advertisement in the Springfield Daily 

Leader urged readers that "a dry vote is a vote against the Kaiser...a vote for democracy" 

(quoted in Hesse 1998; 29). As a result, many German-American groups were compelled 

to defend their patriotism during congressional hearings. As Mrs. Domhoefer. the chair 

of the Ladies' Auxiliaries of the German-American Alliance, proclaimed "I am of 

German birth, but as loyal an American as any woman in the land" (U.S. Senate 1912: 

45). 

As a direct result of anti-German sentiment, the German-American Alliance fell 

into disarray. From 1914 to 1917. the Alliance's political influence declined, as it 

discovered that any attempt on its part to campaign politically was attacked by the ASL 

as a disloyal act. The GAA repeatedly tried to make up for lost ground on the 

Prohibition issue, but its every anti-Prohibition proclamation was discredited as 

treasonous. 

The GAA soon gave up the battle. As shown in Figure 3.1, the GAA did not 

send any witnesses to congress to support the anti-prohibition cause between 1915 and 

19L7. In 1917 and 1918, state and national Alliance leaders were arrested for violation 



82 

of the Espionage Act of 1917 (Detjen 1985: 146). In 1918, the Alliance faced a 

congressional investigation (hence, the surge shown in Figure 3.1 GAA witnesses 

testifying before congress in 1918). The ASL supported this investigation behind the 

scenes. Wayne Wheeler, national attorney for the ASL, passed information to the Senate 

about the GAA's financial status and political alliances, suggesting that the GAA was 

supported by "the German government or fi-om the liquor interests of this country" 

(Steuart 1970: 188). Senate hearings uncovered the clandestine financial support the 

USBA had been providing the GAA, and the GAA's fall from grace was complete 

(Pegram 1998: 145). 

In 1918. the Alliance voted to disband and donate all monies remaining in its 

treasury to the American Red Cross (Sullivan 1990: 66-67). After the Alliance 

disbanded, there was no organized resistance to prohibition among the German 

population. One of the most effective anti-prohibition voices was silenced by war and 

racism. 

Instead of limiting the ASL as suggested by previous work on countermovements. 

the GAA countermovement actually facilitated the ASL's drive for prohibition. In 

overcoming GAA opposition, the ASL was able to paint prohibition opponents as 

traitors. The defeat of the GAA created a political opportunity for the ASL to push for 

prohibition unopposed. This is a peculiarly negative political opportunity, resulting from 

countermovement failure, but it had the same effect on the ASL as a change in 

government policy or personal might have had. Consider what would happen in 

contemporary abortion politics if the pro-choice movement were to suddenly disintegrate 
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as a result of internal or external pressure. Without opposition, the pro-life movement 

would presumably achieve significant gains. The failure of the GAA created a similar 

structural opportunity for the ASL to press its claims and to achieve its goals. 

Opposition in Congress 

One consequence of the failures of Prohibition opponents was their lackluster 

showing in Congress. Drys almost always had a greater presence in Prohibition 

hearings. However, the disorganization of the wets made their weakness appear even 

greater than it was. 

The divisions within the liquor industry, both among producers and among 

retailers, meant that no organized, large-scale opposition was possible, although there 

were limited attempts by the NWLDA and the USBA to oppose the ASL. However, 

without a unified effort, these attempts were bound to fail. In Congressional hearings, 

the witnesses from the dry coalition out-numbered witnesses fi'om the wet coalition. 

Figure 3.2 shows the wimesses with both wet and dry testimony as a percentage of 

witoesses testifying in Prohibition hearings in any given session of Congress. Between 

1900 and 1917. dry witnesses out-numbered wet witnesses in most years. 

Members of the ASL. WCTU and other dry organizations testified in every hearing 

that had anything at all to do with prohibition, no matter how tangentially. 

Representatives from these organizations were well known to committee members and 

were well organized. In addition to their comments, they consistently provided 

supporting documents to be appended to the record, and their testimony was orchestrated 
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by a leader from the ASL. Each dry speaker was introduced and transitions among 

speakers were smooth. In 29 of the 35 hearings that were held on the Prohibition issue 

from 1890 through 1918. the dry wimesses were introduced by a representative of the 

Anti-Saloon League. Of the remaining si.\, one was held before the ASL was formed, 

government officials introduced wimesses in two, and three were very short (20 pages of 

transcript or less) and needed minimal coordination. 

In contrast, wet witnesses were less consistent. Representatives from the producers 

organizations only testified in hearings that directly affected trade; such as the 1904 and 

1914 hearings about interstate commerce. Members of the GAA and affiliated 

organizations testified at a wider-range of hearings, but they were absent from minor or 

marginal hearings. In addition, wet testimony was not as well orchestrated as the drys. 

They did not always contribute supporting documents, and their individual testimonies 

were not introduced by a central organizer. No one organization or group emerged to 

introduce and lead wet testimony. In the 60'*'. 61'" and 62"** Congresses, Rep. Bartholdt 

of Missouri appeared and introduced several of the wet witnesses, especially those from 

the German-American Alliance (of which he was a member). However, other wimesses 

were not always introduced by Bartholdt, and his coordinating role soon languished. 

A striking example of the contrast between the organization of the ASL and the 

GAA can be found in a 1912 hearing before the House Committee on the Judiciary (U.S. 

House 1912). The committee was considering legislation to outlaw interstate shipments 

of alcohol into dry states. Similar legislation had been considered earlier, in 1904,1906 

and 1908. During this hearing, members of the GAA-coalition repeatedly asked the 
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committee to postpone the hearing. Rev. Schubert of a Pennsylvania Lutheran Church 

says that he is "absolutely unprepared to speak" (41) and Mr. Timm, legislative advisor 

for the GAA says that his organization was "taken by surprise when we heard that this 

... matter was taken up again" (43). Mr. Dinwiddie. legislative superintendent of the 

Anti-Saloon League, uses these remarks to attack the GAA. pointing out that the 

legislation had been introduced seven months before. He maintains that in any case, the 

GAA should be prepared to speak on the interstate shipping issue, since Mr. Timm 

spoke against similar interstate shipping bills in 1904. 1906. and 1908. Dinwiddie even 

has transcripts of Timm's testimony with him to show the committee. With the consent 

of the committee chairman. Dinwiddie goes on to introduce several dry speakers, 

effectively "hijacking" the hearing. The committee did hold a second hearing a month 

later, where members of the GAA were able to testify. However, even at the second 

hearing, the ASL and WCTU dominated the testimony. The ASL was always prepared 

to testify, and seemed to be prepared for every contingency, including the sudden 

abdication of the opposition's time. However, the GAA and other wets were often ill 

prepared and disorganized. 

The failure of the GAA provided a political opportunity to the ASL. With GAA 

opposition eliminated, and with no organized opposition from the alcohol producers, 

alcohol retailers, or unions, the Anti-Saloon League pressed its claims for a national 

prohibition amendment with no opposition. 
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AMENDING WAYS: PASSAGE OF THE 18™ AMENDMENT 

The 18"* Amendment passed with surprisingly little fuss. The real battles - those 

between the ASL and the GAA. and those between wets and drys in Congress over the 

Food Act - had already been fought and won by the ASL. Several states had been 

constitutionally dry for as long as six years. The actual campaign for the IS"* 

Amendment thus appears as slightly anticlimactic. However, the same factors that were 

decisive in the other post 1914 dry victories were decisive in the final movement for 

National Prohibition: the financial support of manufacturers and the organizational 

savvy of the Anti-Saloon League. One additional factor tipped the balance toward 

Prohibition: the beginning of World War L 

Opportunity and War 

The ASL had established a National Prohibition Amendment Commission in 

1915. This Commission of 19 members included representatives from all the major 

prohibition organizations and was lead by the ASL. The Commission was established to 

create the wording for a prohibition amendment to be introduced in Congress and to 

coordinate the campaign for its passage. The Conmiission struggled over several key 

issues of wording: should the amendment prohibit only sale? Or should it also prohibit 

purchasing? Should it give the power of enforcement to the states? Or should such 

power reside with the Federal government? (Steuart 1928). 

Debate over the amendment's wording almost derailed the campaign. The 

Conunission had to balance states' rights arguments (which the ASL and most other 
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prohibition organizations had used to protect state level prohibition laws) with their fear 

that an amendment that left enforcement to the states would be unenforceable. The 

ASL's legal counsel, Wayne Wheeler, wrote a version of the Amendment that 

compromised these forces by overtly granting enforcement power to both the Congress 

and the states. The Commission fijrther agreed to prohibit only the sale of intoxicating 

beverages, not the purchase, to avoid the appearance that they were trying to legislate the 

private decisions of individual citizens. Business could be regulated, but not private 

spending (Steuart 1928). 

This compromise version of the Prohibition amendment was submitted to 

congress in 1915. The Commission and the ASL had no real hope that it would pass by 

the necessary two-third's majority. However, the subsequent roll-call vote on the 

amendment put the friends and foes of Prohibition on record, setting the stage for the 

1916 election cycle. The ASL, financed with unusually large donations from John D. 

Rockefeller, S. S. Kresge and several other prominent manufacturers and retailers, 

campaigned hard to ensure the election of a dry Congress. The ASL, with its multi

level, bureaucratic structure, organized on-the-ground campaigns in nearly every 

contested congressional district in the country. The infusion of cash from retailers and 

manufacturers provided the necessary funds to win in these contested districts, in many 

cases even against incumbents. The first Congress that was two-thirds dry in both houses 

was elected in 1916 (Steuart 1928). The timing was ripe for a Prohibition amendment. 

However, world affairs intervened. When President Wilson was inaugurated in 

March 1917, one of his first acts was to call Congress into an extra session to declare 
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war against Germany. The ASL, working through the National Prohibition Amendment 

Commission, readied the amendment for submission during this special session. 

Prohibition also became an issue in the Food Act, as discussed in the previous chapter 

(Steuart 1928). 

The three key battles in the drive for Prohibition were (a) the 1916 elections, (b) 

the Food Act, and (c) the defeat of the GAA. After those hurdles had been crossed, the 

passage of a prohibition amendment was nearly a foregone conclusion. The League had 

three advantages in 1917 that it had not had before. First, the League's strongest 

opponent, the GAA. was weak and failing. Second, the League's remaining opponents, 

the liquor industry, were fragmented and weakened by the Food Act and wartime 

Prohibition. Third, the ASL had demonstrated its power over congress in the 1916 

elections by financing the successful dry campaigns against wets in congress: remaining 

wets were cowed by this demonstration. 

These three advemtages resulted from the infusion of new money into the League 

after 1914, Whether the League sought these supporters out or whether the supporters 

sought the League out, the money that manufacturers and retailers brought into ASL 

coffers after 1914 was decisive in the League's strong position in 1917. 

Congress declared war on Germany on April 4, 1917, and a Prohibition 

amendment was introduced the next day. On August 1. 1917, the Senate voted for what 

would become the 18"* Amendment, by 66 to 20. The debate in the House took longer, 

but on December 18, 1917, the House also voted for the amendment. After a conference 

committee met to resolve a few differences between the Senate and House versions of 



the bill, the amendment was submitted to the states on December 22, 1917. In the 

meantime, wartime Prohibition had gone into effect, eliminating distilled alcohol and 

limiting the alcohol in beer and wine to only 2.75% until the cessation of hostilities 

(Timberlake 1970). 

Submission to the states happened quickly, since most state legislatures were 

meeting in 1918, and in several states that were not, governors called special sessions to 

consider the amendment. By January 1919. the IS"** Amendment had been fully ratified, 

by a nation that was already nearly dry. Opponents of the amendment charged the ASL 

with manipulation of the 

As shown in Figure 3.3. there is a slight geographic pattern to ratification. The 

only three states that did not ratify the amendment were all in the East: Connecticut. 

New Jersey and Rhode Island. However, this slight pattern is not conclusive of a 

regional pattern, such as that suggested by Gusfield (1963). Other states in the East did 

ratify the amendment, even those that did not have existing state Prohibition laws, like 

Maryland and Pennsylvania. New York and Massachusetts both had local option laws, 

and both ratified the IS*** Amendment. While the regional pattern exhibited in Figure 3.3 

is suggestive, it is not conclusive. The large number of states that ratified prohibition 

quickly suggest that some other forces were at work. 
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Figure 3.3 States that Ratified the 18^ Amendment 
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CRISIS AND PASSAGE 

Three views of the relationship between crisis and policy change were discussed in 

chapter 1. State autonomy theorists argue that crises allow the state to act without 

concern for non-state actors. Political opportunity theorists maintain that crises create 

openings in the state that social movements may exploit. Power elite theorists hold that 

during a crisis, the relative power of elite segments may change, bringing new elite 

demands to the state. In all three cases, the existence of a crisis is paramount to the 

creation of new. comprehensive policies. 

In the case of Prohibition, World War 1 made it impossible for the state to ignore the 

League's demands for national Prohibition, particularly in light of the League s 

enhanced power. Soon after his inauguration in 1917. President Wilson called Congress 

into special session to declare war on Germany. The Anti-Saloon League was prepared 

to submit a Prohibition Amendment to Congress during this session. Submission of such 

an amendment would have deflected attention fi-om Wilson's the war. While the specter 

of world war might appear as a large enough issue to override something like 

Prohibition, it is important to remember two points: (a) the ASL's demonstration of 

power in the 1916 elections, and (b) the continuing difficulties of the German-American 

Alliance. In 1916, the ASL used its power to swing voters to dry candidates and defeat 

wets who had opposed the ASL agenda in Congress. Furthermore, although the GAA's 

final defeat was still in the future, the ASL had already begun to effectively link anti-

Prohibition and pro-German sentiments. In the 1916 elections and its ongoing fight with 

the GAA, the ASL had concretely demonstrated the political costs of the wet position. 
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In this context, the introduction of a prohibition amendment in congress would have 

deflected attention from the war program. President Wilson sent emissaries to the ASL. 

namely then Senator Harding and then head of the Food Administration Hoover. The 

administration worked out a deal with the ASL. While it was widely known that Wilson 

was wet, he would remain neutral on the Prohibition amendment, neither endorsing it 

nor opposing it. and the ASL would wait until the bulk of the war program had passed 

congress before pressuring dry Congressmen to introduce the Prohibition amendment. 

Prohibition was supported by an effective social movement, lead by a significant 

segment of the American economic elite. Passage would have no obvious negative 

impact on the economy, and if the ASL and its manufacturing allies were to be believed, 

it would boost productivity. Although the ASL gave ground by accepting a slight delay 

in the amendment's passage, the administration gave a near guarantee of passage in 

return. If the amendment were not passed, the government's ability to respond to crisis 

would have been impaired. 

The 18"* Amendment was successful for two reasons. First, the might of the ASL 

had grown mighty indeed, and after 1916. the League was a forced to be reckoned with. 

The combined effect of electoral prowess and large coffers made the ASL strong. Still, 

under other circumstances. President Wilson might have opposed Prohibition. While the 

League had demonstrated its power over Congress, it did not have power over the 

Presidency, and a presidential opponent might have inspired more opposition in 

Congress. While reconstructing alternative histories is a tricky business at best, it is not 

unreasonable to imagine that Wilson's opposition might have slowed the 18''' 



94 

Amendment or weakened its final form. However, the crisis of World War I created a 

unique political opportunity for the League. Wilson could not oppose the League for 

fear of deflecting attention from the war. Whether Prohibition would have affected the 

war program is beside the point. Wilson and his emissaries. Harding and Hoover, 

believed that it would. The League won a key advantage to its program due to the 

coincidence of its increased power (fmanced by manufacturers and retailers) and the 

political opportunity created by World War I. 

The 18'*' Amendment passed due to the weakness of Prohibition opponents, the 

strength of the manufacturer-financed ASL. and the political opportunity created by the 

crisis of World War I. 
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CHAPTER 4 

IMPLEMENTING PROHIBITION; 

POLICY FEEDBACK AND CONSTITUENCY 

Prior to the Eighteenth Amendment's passage, prohibition supporters paid little 

attention to the problem that a national system of enforcement might create. Several of 

the states had experience with prohibition laws for as many as 75 years before the 

Eighteenth Amendment went into effect; yet prohibition supporters did not seriously 

consider enforcement issues until after prohibition was passed. Weibe (1967: 301) 

argues that enforcement simply was not a problem in the minds of supporters; 

[Prohibition's] spokesmen now pictured a self-fulfilling climax to their 
campaign.... [Tjhe Eighteenth Amendment would automatically spread 
goodness where evil had once flourished. Men and women still 
accustomed to the unofficial enforcement of a community scarcely 
bothered with such matters as public administration. 

However, enforcement of prohibition proved to be problematic. The Prohibition Bureau 

was small and under-funded, and its agents were underpaid. The states were supposed to 

share enforcement responsibilities with the federal government, but that required a level 

of coordination between local, state and federal law enforcement officials far beyond any 

that had come before. Such problems were so extensive that our collective memory of 

prohibition is defined by images of Ai Capone, the Untouchables and mob warfare. 

The Eighteenth Amendment prohibited the "manufacture, sale, or transportation 

of intoxicating liquors" (U.S. Constitution, amend.18, sec.l). However, the amendment 
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was not self-contained. Congress and the states had to pass legislation to implement the 

amendment before it had any effect. Enforcement required three major components: (1) 

a clear definition of what was intended by "intoxicating liquor," (2) the coordination of 

federal and state law enforcement efforts, and (3) attention to the practical details of 

punishing offenders. These three components are interconnected, yet each posed unique 

problems for the various constituencies sunounding prohibition. 

DEFINING INTOXICATION 

The chief difficulty associated with defining the intoxicating effects of alcohol 

was that politics had out-paced science. Scientists were only just beginning to 

understand human nutrition, and scientific opinions about alcohol were conflicted. 

While some maintained that alcohol was a poison, others maintained that it was 

healthHil. To complicate matters further, substances that are outlawed today as harmful, 

such as cocaine, were legal under federal law in the 1910s and 1920s. In fact, after 

Prohibition went into effect, some saloons began to sell cocaine as a substitute for 

alcohol (Musto 1989). 

In this context, the members of Congress sought to define an intoxicating liquor. 

Wayne B. Wheeler, the ASL's lawyer, submitted a legislative proposal for enforcement 

to the House and Senate Judiciary Committees. Wheeler's proposal was later revised 

and expanded by Andrew J. Volstead, chair of the House Judiciary Committee. The act 

that resulted was popularly known as the Volstead Act (Kerr 1985; 222-223; U.S. House 

19I9a:3-5). 
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The most controversial aspect of the Volstead Act was its definition of 

intoxicating liquors. The ASL insisted that the law make beer and near-beer illegal. 

Even the Wartime Prohibition Act had only outlawed beverages with over 2.75% 

alcohol, which allowed weak beers. However, the Volstead Act limited the percentage 

of alcohol allowed in beverages to 0.5%. Any more than this made the beverage 

intoxicating, and thus illegal (Kerr 1985: 223). The 0.5% limit was chosen because it 

was the standard that had been used by the internal revenue commissioner for taxation 

and because it effectively eliminated near-beer. Wheeler, supported by the testimony of 

other ASL leaders like Clarence T. Wilson, argued in congressional hearings that if the 

Volstead Act allowed near-beer, saloons would use near-beer as a cover for selling real 

beer which would make "the law difficult of enforcement" (U.S. Senate 1919a: 80). 

The brewers fought this provision, falling back on their contention that beer 

constituted a healthful and temperate drink. Samuel Untermyer. a lawyer and lobbyist 

for several different beer brewers, argued in a congressional hearing that prohibition was 

insincere since it did not eliminate alcohol consumption, but it did "...prohibit the poor 

man fi-om getting a drink that is regarded...as a food, and to which he has been 

accustomed" (U.S. Senate 1919b: 253). Based on their experience of war-time 

prohibition, brewers maintained that "there is a favorable sentiment toward the 

manufacture and sale of beer containing from 2 to 3 per cent alcohol" (U.S. House 

1919a: 10). This low-alcohol beer would have had a much lower alcohol content than 

pre-Prohibition beer. 
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In the end however, the ASL prevailed and low-alcohol beer was eliminated. 

Congressional testimony suggests that the ASL's arguments were more organized than 

those of the brewers. For example. Wheeler submitted to the Senate Judiciary 

Committee a list of all the definitions of liquor, alcohol, alcoholic and intoxication used 

in state constitutions and laws, and then testified about how state courts had interpreted 

these laws and what lessons the Congress should draw from these state-level legal 

challenges (U.S. Senate 1919a: 61-79). The brewers could have countered the ASL 

position by arguing that the state experience with such laws Indicated that prohibition of 

beer was too difficult to enforce, and that National Prohibition would be more successful 

if beer and wine remained legal and only distilled spirits were outlawed. But they did 

not. Instead, brewers continued to rely on their old arguments about the healthfulness 

and necessity of beer to workers. Consequently, the standard for intoxicating liquors 

was set at 0.5%, although several members of congress commented that the standard 

could be changed in the future (U.S. Senate 1919b: 262-264). The only exceptions to 

this rule were made for medical and sacramental uses of alcohol and for fermented fruit 

juices (but not wine) (Kerr 1985: 225-226). 

The ASL was pivotal in working out the legal definition of the term 

"intoxicating." Working with key Congressional allies and marshalling their forces to 

lobby for the bill, the ASL flexed all of the muscle it had developed during the 1914 to 

1919 Prohibition battles. The ASL effectively pressed Congress to pass its version of 

Prohibition. This would be the last show of strength the ASL would ever make. 
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Political Effects of Volsteadism 

The result of the 0.5% was dramatic. When prohibition went into effect in 

January 1920. the remaining beverage alcohol producers and retailers operating under 

wartime prohibition were immediately forced out of their legal business. In 1919, even 

after the restrictions of wartime prohibition, the brewing industry represented a capital 

investment of $800 million (Persons 1938: 7). Illegal bootleg production facilities 

sprang up. as did illegal retail establishments. The legitimate businesses that had 

produced and sold alcohol before prohibition had to find other business or simply cease 

operations. Information about the activities of alcohol producers and retailers during 

prohibition is scant: those who engaged in illegal production or sale did not want their 

activities widely known. However, it is likely that many small pre-prohibition producers 

and retailers went into the illegal trade. 

Most large pre-prohibition alcohol producers simply abandoned the production of 

illegal beverage alcohol and found other trades. The reason is simple: like current drug 

enforcement practices, prohibition enforcement was conducted largely with search and 

seizure laws (Pegram 1998: 151). If prohibition agents could show that alcohol was 

produced on a given property, that property was forfeit to the government. Government 

agents would then sell the property and use the revenue for prohibition enforcement 

(U.S. House 1919b: 11; U.S. House 1921:40-48). 

A large alcohol producer, such as Anheuser-Busch, typically had a large capital 

investment in its physical plant. Oliver Remners. an attorney for Anheuser-Busch, 

estimated that Anheuser-Busch's physical plant was worth over $50 million (U.S. House 
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1921: 43). If it used any part of that physical plant to produce alcohol, it risked losing it 

all if caught. Consequently, Anheuser-Busch invested $4-$5 million to convert its 

facility to other uses. During Prohibition, Anheuser-Busch produced beer substitutes 

and manufactured a variety of other products including ice, malt nutritional supplements, 

ginger ale, syrup sweeteners, coffee substitutes, tea substitutes, and chocolate. The 

company leased its refrigerated wagons, trucks and railroad cars to the dairy industry. 

Other companies made industrial alcohol, pasta, cheese, root-beer, yeast, porcelain, and 

one brewer went so far as to transform his factory into a fur storage warehouse (Baron 

1962: 314-315; Baum 2000; Hemon and Ganey 1991). However, none of these 

activities were as profitable as beer had been (U.S. House 1921:41.45). Many medium-

sized breweries simply sold their facilities. According to Baron (1962: 315) many 

breweries were sold to laundries, department stores, and other businesses not related to 

alcohol production. 

The definition of intoxicating liquor had an impact on the subsequent support of 

and opposition to prohibition. As discussed in chapter 3, after the fall of the German-

American Alliance in 1917. alcohol manufacturers were the best-organized prohibition 

opponents. They were organizationally limited and failed to unify across product lines; 

however, they formed the only organized opposition to prohibition and were the largest 

anti-prohibition presence in congressional hearings. After the definition of intoxicating 

liquor was set so low so as to put most manufacturers out of business, the organized 

opposition to prohibition collapsed. It would be years before a vocal, organized anti-

prohibition presence again took the public stage. 
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The elimination of the legal alcohol business also had an impact on other 

businesses in the United States, which were called upon to pay increased taxes. Since 

the Civil War, the alcohol industry had paid the lion's share of federal taxes (see Figure 

4.1). In 1907, for example, excise taxes on alcohol made up 80.06% of federal revenue. 

As Prohibition legislation increased at the state level, that proportion steadily declined. 

By 1916, alcohol excise taxes made up 48.26% of federal internal revenues, but 

by 1918 after the implementation of war-time Prohibition only alcohol excise ta-\es 

made up only 12.00% of federal internal revenues. After 1914. the ftinds were made up 

by personal income taxes, and after 1916 by corporate income taxes. By 1918. income 

taxes accounted for 77.10% of federal revenues, taking over where alcohol revenues had 

dropped off (United States Bureau of the Census 1975: 1107). 

The relatively new income taxes were inftiriating to the business community, 

particularly when it became apparent that wealthy people and corporations were making 

up for revenues lost due to Prohibition. Members of the business community that 

formerly supported the Anti-Saloon League in leadership positions began leaving the 

League. The business representatives that the ASL had cultivated so assiduously 

between 1914 and 1920 began to slip away. The ASL's membership was again 

dominated by its core, mainly religious and middle-class representatives. 

As a result, the ASL was in a weakened position when Prohibition was 

challenged in the late 1920s and was unable to rally the same kind of support it had in 

the 1910s (this is discussed in the next chapter). Winning Prohibition marked the demise 

of the ASL as an effective political advocacy organization. 



Figure 4.1 Source of Federal Tax Revenues, 1900 to 1933 
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Before Prohibition, the labor movement had been divided on the alcohol issue. 

Many powerful labor leaders supported prohibition as a way to promote temperance and 

movement up the class ladder. However, others argued that the true problem was low 

wages and poor working conditions, and if those problems were solved workers would 

gradually move toward temperance (Sinclair 1962: 105). As Prohibition was 

implemented and low-alcohol beer and wine were defined as intoxicating, many in the 

labor movement came to see Prohibition as a class-based attempt to cripple the working 

class. Samuel Gompers testified before Congress that Prohibition was "principally 

intended to deprive the workers of America of the means to secure legally a glass of beer 

after their day's labor." while simultaneously doing nothing to prevent the consumption 

of wine or distilled alcohol by the middle and upper classes (U.S. House 1919b: 5). 

Over time, members of the labor movement came to blame Prohibition itself for 

the disruption of working class home life (Drescher 1967: 283). The settlement crusader 

Martha Bensley wrote that "[i]t is the demand for liquor by the rich American which 

supports the bootlegger and is the real jeopardy of the family and neighborhood life of 

the unprivileged" (National Federation of Settlements 1927: 285). The division in the 

labor movement over prohibition was healed by prohibition's implementation. Andrew 

Furuseth. president of the International Seamen's Union of America, blamed Prohibition 

for the creation of a new kind of working class drunk. He declared: 

There is no such thing as prohibition for the seaman. He can get all the drink that 
he can possibly swill or buy, and it is strong drink. Formerly it was beer, mainly 
been now it is whisky, or something called whisky, or gin... there are more 
drunks on the Pacific coast than we have had in 20 years (U.S. National 
Commission on Law Observance and Enforcement 1931:3.12). 
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The elimination of beer created strong opposition to Prohibition in the labor movement. 

If beer had been allowed under the Volstead Act, it is possible that labor would not have 

uniformly opposed Prohibition. However, beginning in 1922 the AFL annually passed 

resolutions calling for the legalization of beer and wine, and in 1924 the AFL passed a 

resolution calling for the complete repeal of Prohibition. By 1928. the AFL had aligned 

itself completely with the emerging repeal coalition. 

The definition of intoxicating liquor had a dramatic impact on Prohibition 

opposition from the alcohol industries, business and labor. However, the battle also 

changed the ASL. The ASL counted the restrictive definition of intoxicating liquor 

among its greatest triumphs, however the organization became a victim of its own 

success. The campaign to win the 18"* Amendment and the Volstead Act damaged the 

ASL in four significant ways. 

First, in the rush to win a restrictive definition, the League became entangled 

with the Republican party and never again had as much influence with the Democratic 

Party. This damaged the ASL's nonpartisan status and impaired its ability to use swing 

voters to sway candidates in any political party (Pegram 1998: 152-153. 155). Second, 

passage of the amendment and the act effectively took Prohibition out of congressional 

politics, where the ASL was the preeminent lobbying organization. Thereafter. 

Prohibition became an issue of Presidential politics (Pegram 1998: 153). Third, fewer 

new members were recruited, and current members increasingly failed to renew their 

memberships. In addition, once the goal of prohibition was accomplished, corporate and 



105 

large contributions to the league began to drop off. This created financial difficulties for 

the League. In 1920, the ASL had an operating budget of $2.5 million but by 1933 it 

was reduced to an income of $122,000 (Kerr 1985: 272-273). In 1924, William 

Anderson, then the League's treasurer, was convicted for forgery after juggling the 

ASL's books to cover expenses (Pegram 1998: 162). Fourth, during prohibition, the 

ASL debated internally whether to approach prohibition fi'om an enforcement 

perspective or from an education perspective. Wheeler championed enforcement, and 

given his political savvy and power within the organization, his vision won out (Wood 

1926) (Steuart 1970). As difficulties with enforcement mounted, public sympathy for 

the ASL's position waned. A more flexible educational stance may have helped shore 

up ASL support(Kerr 1985: 274). In its moment of triumph, the power, membership, 

finances and popularity of the league all declined. 

As the ASL declined, other temperance organizations associated with it also 

declined. The WCTU began earnestly calling for new members and new subscribers in 

its flagship publication The Union Signal. "Hold Fast." the most telling of these 

campaigns, began in 1928. when The Union Signal emphasized the retention of and re-

enlistment of former members over and above the recruitment of new members. WCTU 

membership was dropping so rapidly that Ella Boole, then president, deemed attempts at 

growth futile. Prizes were offered to local WCTUs that retained the greatest number of 

members. 

The 0.5% standard for intoxicating liquors put alcohol manufacturers and 

retailers out of business. It caused organized pposition to prohibition to wane, while 
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solidifing labor's opposition to Prohibition. However the 0.5% standard also harmed the 

ASL. The League was not well-positioned to defend prohibition as the repeal debate 

heated up in the late 1920s. As State and Federal cooperation and implementation of the 

law became increasingly problematic, the ASL was not in a strong position to defend 

Prohibition. In addition, new constituencies were emerging around Prohibition-related 

problems -namely taxes and working class social disruption—that would come to 

confront the ASL and other temperance organizations in the late 1920s. Like many other 

modem, single-issue advocacy organizations, in achieving its goals, the Anti-Saloon 

League lost focus, power and drive. 

STATE AND FEDERAL COOPERATION 

Section two of the Eighteenth Amendment mandated that the states and the 

Congress both enforce prohibition (U.S. Constitution, amend. 18. sec.2). This concurrent 

power required that slate and federal law enforcement officers cooperate at an 

unprecedented level. 

The ASL and Congress anticipated that most people would follow the law. 

Consequently, they created a small federal force that was intended merely as a back-up 

to local and state enforcement efforts (Kyvig 1979: 23). The Volstead Act assigned 

authority for federal enforcement efforts to the commissioner of internal revenue in the 

Treasury Department. Wheeler and other drys thought that the Treasury Department's 

experience with taxing alcohol would prove useful in enforcement. Furthermore, the 

internal revenue department had extensive experience in cooperating with the states 
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(Kerr 1985: 223). All the states, with the single exception of Maryland, passed state 

prohibition enforcement laws. Most of these laws were adapted from the Volstead Act 

but some antedated prohibition (Kyvig 1979: 23). Federal agents were in addition 

empowered to enforce the law when state or local officials were unable or unwilling to 

do so (Kerr 1985: 225). 

However, federal enforcement of prohibition proved difficult. While the burden 

of prohibition enforcement fell at first to the states, over time state officials tended to 

leave prohibition enforcement to the federal government, particularly after the start of 

the Depression (Guthrie 1998; Merz 1931: 202). Like the federal government, the states 

allocated few resources to prohibition enforcement. By 1923. the states had allocated 

less than S550.000 to prohibition activities, and the total in 1927 was only $690,000. 

Furthermore. 1927 twenty-eight states with enforcement laws allocated no funds at all 

for enforcement (Pegram 1998; 159). The New York legislature went even further, 

repealing New York's enforcement statute in 1923. This left all enforcement of 

prohibition in New York to the federal government (Pringle 1927:320-328). Over the 

next six years. Massachusetts, Montana and Wisconsin followed suit and repealed their 

enforcement statues (Pegram 1998: 160). 

In a 1931 memoir, Ira Reeves, a former federal prohibition administrator in 

charge of enforcement in New Jersey, wrote that; 

[T]here has never been any worth-while cooperation [sic] between local officers 
and Federal men in attempting to enforce the national prohibition laws. I do not 
believe there ever will be such cooperation [sic] (Reeves 1931; 271). 
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As proof. Reeves describes cases where local officers failed to assist tederal agents, 

arrested federal agents for carrying firearms, and tipped off bootleggers about federal 

law enforcement operations (1931: 277-286). 

Furthermore, there were problems of coordination within states. State 

commissioners did not always cooperate with county or city officials. In Oregon, for 

example, the state prohibition commissioner was removed from his office because he 

interfered with local prohibition enforcement efforts (Oregon Legislative Assembly 

1925: 6). In San Francisco, police officers who attempted to enforce prohibition were 

reprimanded in 1921 by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (Pegram 1998: 160). 

With little support from the local and state levels, the federal government tried to 

fultill the requirements of prohibition enforcement. However, this was a far larger law-

enforcement task than the federal government had ever before been responsible for. 

Appropriations for the Prohibition Bureau hovered between $6 million and $10 million 

(Wheeler privately thought $50 million would be needed to effectively enforce 

prohibition). Between 1921 and 1927. one out of every twelve Prohibition agents was 

fired for accepting bribes, issuing illegal permits, selling illegal liquor and other forms of 

corruption. By 1929, the five federal prisons were filled to capacity with Prohibition 

offenders and Hoover authorized the construction of six additional prisons. By 1930. 

one-third of all federal prisoners had been convicted on prohibition offenses (Pegram 

1998: 159, 166). The federal government, without state support, simply did not have 

the resources or experience to implement the kind of large-scale enforcement Prohibition 

demanded. 
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The goal of concurrent enforcement, as envisioned by Wheeler and other ASL 

leaders and written into the Eighteenth Amendment itself, was for local officials to bear 

the burden of policing, with assistance from federal officials in difficult cases. This goal 

was never achieved. The reality was a disorganized system of federal, state and local 

officers that were uncoordinated and often hostile to one another. 

The failure of concurrent enforcement had a significant impact on prohibition 

constituencies. The confusing array of laws, regulations, enforcement practices and 

corruption scandals created the impression that prohibition laws were arbitrary and 

incapable of enforcement. At the same time, the costs of enforcement increased from 

$6.35 million in 1921 to more than $16 million in 1932 (U.S. Department of the 

Treasury 1933). 

The failure of concurrent enforcement is far more than a simple states" rights 

issue. It resulted from a lack of understanding about how large the Prohibition 

enforcement task was and how difficult state and federal cooperation at this scale would 

be. Concurrent enforcement failed due to several unintended consequences of 

Prohibition and the Volstead Act: (I) the unexpectedly large number of law-breakers, 

(2) the high cost of coordination, (3) the difficulty in determining jurisdiction when both 

state and federal enforcement agents were involved. 
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POLICING AND IMPLEMENTATION 

In addition to the logistic problems associated with concurrent enforcement, 

simple policing and implementation of prohibition was problematic. Neither the 

Eighteenth Amendment nor the Volstead Act prohibited possession or use of alcoholic 

beverages. Thus, people could keep any alcohol acquired before prohibition went into 

effect and use it in their homes. This eliminated the possession of alcohol as de facto 

evidence of a crime and made implementation of the law difficult (Kyvig 1979: 22). 

The distinction between selling and consuming alcohol is obviously artificial; however, 

it allowed consumers and their lawyers to maintain that there was nothing illegal about 

consumption, and forced law enforcement agents to prove that alcohol had been bought 

or sold in order to win a conviction. 

The ASL recognized that the only way to secure prohibition was to ensure 

convictions in local and state courts. Without such convictions, prohibition would be an 

empty law. To this end, the ASL created a publicity campaign designed to win support 

for prohibition and the law. This campaign focused on the dignity of the law and 

sanctity of the constitution in an effort to foster "good citizenship" (Kerr 1985: 229-230). 

However, the ASL failed to win over much support at the local level. This failure is 

exemplified by a 1928 incident in which a jury in San Francisco sitting in a prohibition 

case was itself indicted for drinking the evidence (Pegram 1998: 160). 

A further problem with prohibition enforcement was the increased demands that 

it placed on the criminal justice system. For example, according to Guthrie (1998), in 

1921, Florida's Southern Judicial District setded 551 criminal cases, 84% of which were 
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federal liquor cases. By 1928, the southern districts' caseload had risen to 1,319 cases, 

of which 85% were still liquor cases. During the same period, the caseload of Florida's 

state courts actually decreased, suggesting that concurrent enforcement had failed and 

that Florida at least was ceding prohibition enforcement to the federal courts. The 

criminal backlog in Florida's federal courts was considered so serious, that in 1928 a bill 

was introduced to the U.S. Senate to add a third federal judge to Florida's Southern 

District (Guthrie 1998: 109-112). At a national level, similar trends prevailed. The 

number of people arrested for prohibition offenses annually rose from 34,000 in 1921 to 

68.000 in 1924 to 74,000 by 1932 (U.S. Department of the Treasury 1933: 95). This 

surge in prohibition cases forced courts to seek creative solutions. Federal courts began 

offering "bargain days" on which prohibition offenders would receive low fines or short 

prison sentences in return for pleading guilty. By 1928, 9 out of 10 federal prohibition 

cases were settled that way (Sinclair 1962 211-212). The editors of The Nation 

concluded in 1925 that: 

Our United States courts are breaking down—and the federal prosecuting 
machinery as well—by reason of the enormous number of cases thrust upon 
them... [and that] if public opinion is not aroused in some way, we shall wallow 
in a steadily deepening sink of corruption and we shall see the abandonment of 
all serious effort to enforce the Constitution. (Prohibition Mess 1925: 108) 
During the Prohibition period. Congress attempted several times to strengthen 

Prohibition enforcement. In 1922, a bill to deport immigrants found guilty of 

Prohibition offenses passed the House but not the Senate (U.S. House 1922); in 1927, 

the Prohibition Bureau was transferred to the Department of Justice and brought under 
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civil service requirements (Baron 1962: 316); and in 1929 the maximum penalties for 

Prohibition offenses were increased to a $10,000 fine, five years' imprisonment or both. 

However, none of these (or similar) actions had a significant effect on the illegal 

liquor traffic. Enforcement of the Eighteenth Amendment was always incomplete, 

inconsistent and inadequate due to the difficulties associated with defining into.xication. 

state and federal cooperation and implementation. 

PUBLIC OPINION 

Evaluation of public opinion prior to the advent of scientific opinion polls is 

difficult at best. However, there are two sources of public opinion about prohibition that 

are suggestive: the Literarv Digest poll and state-level votes on Prohibition issues. 

In 1930. Literarv Digest conducted a poll that asked about Prohibition. Since 

1924. the Digest had an impressive record of correctly predicting presidential winners 

from its polls (and its infamous gaff of predicting that Alf Landon would defeat 

Roosevelt was still 6 years in the futile). The Digest results indicated that 

approximately 30% of Americans wanted no change to existing Prohibition policies, 

about 30% wanted some modification of existing policies, and 40% wanted repeal of the 

18"* Amendment (Clark 1976: 199). 

Further evidence of public dissatisfaction with Prohibition comes indirectly from 

the results of 13 referenda on various Prohibition issues, held in 11 states from 1925 to 

1929. All the questions dealt in some way with Prohibition, either petitioning Congress 

to repeal the 18"*, petitioning Congress to modify the Volstead Act, repealing the stale's 
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own enforcement or even providing for the manufacture of intoxicating liquor within the 

state (Tydings 1930; 110-115). 

These 12 elections are geographically dispersed in the West, MidWest and East. 

Unfortunately, there were none in the South. Of the 12. only 4 resulted in pro-

Prohibition outcomes, while 8 resulted in anti-Prohibition outcomes (see Table 4.1). In 

the 8 anti-Prohibition outcomes, 53% to 77% of the states' voters voted affirmatively, 

suggesting a majority of anti-Prohibition sentiment in those states. 

The combined results of the Literarv Digest poll and the outcomes of the various 

referenda suggest that there was a significant anti-Prohibition sentiment in the United 

States, at least after 1926. The varied topics covered by the referenda (described above) 

indicate dissatisfaction with the unintended consequences of prohibition: concurrent 

enforcement and implementation. Although public opinion alone is not enough to repeal 

an amendment, it does indicate considerable anti-Prohibition sentiment among the 

population. 
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Table 4.1 Results of 13 State Referenda^ on Prohibition Related Issues, 1926 to 1928 

Outcome 

Issue Anti-Prohibition Pro-Prohibition 

Increase of State Penalties 1 

Allow State Manufacture 1 

Petition Congress for Modification 3 

Petition Congress for Repeal 2 

Repeal of State Enforcement Laws 2 3 

Total 8 4 

Source: Tydings (1930) pp. 110 - 115 

' Montana voted to increase state penalties. Colorado voted to allow manufacture of 
alcohol within the state. New York, Illinois and Wisconsin petitioned Congress for 
modification. Nevada, and Massachusetts petitioned Congress for Repeal. Montana 
and Wisconsin repealed their state enforcement laws, while Missouri, California and 
North Dakota voted to keep theirs. 
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CONCLUSION 

Prohibition and the Volstead Act carried several consequences that were not 

intended by the Anti-Saloon League or other supporters. First and most importantly, the 

ASL was weakened by the Volstead Act and subsequent enforcement efforts. It lost its 

most important political weapon - the swing vote - and it lost its main financial 

supporters. Second, the goal of concurrent enforcement failed. Federal and state 

officials could not (or would not) cooperate. This ceeded enforcement activities to the 

Federal government. Third, the federal government proved unable to enforce the law. 

Prohibition violations were too widespread and federal enforcement resources too small 

to effectively combat the problem. 

As discussed in chapter 1, policies can create feedback loops that shape their 

constituencies in unanticipated ways. In the case of Prohibition, supporters were 

weakened by its passage, and as anti-Prohibition public opinion grew, supporters were 

unable to effectively lobby for Prohibition's maintenance. The full implications of the 

ASL's weakened state are discussed in the ne.xt chapter. 
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CHAPTERS 

REPEALING PROHIBITION: 

PRESIDENTIAL POLITICS AND POLITICAL OPPORTUNITY 

The new and reconstituted constituencies discussed in the previous chapter 

encountered political conditions in the 1920s that were very different from the 1910s. At 

the same time. Prohibition increasingly became a matter of presidential rather than 

congressional politics. This chapter examines the roles of these changed constituencies 

in presidential politics and their effect on the repeal of Prohibition. 

To preface the conclusion: the Republican Party became increasingly identified 

with the dry position, and the Democrats became increasingly identified with the wet 

position. While the Republicans controlled the White House, it was clear that 

Prohibition would not be repealed. By 1932. it was clear that a Democratic presidential 

victory would mean repeal. There are two relevant questions addressed by this chapter: 

(1) did the process of repeal resemble the process of passage? (2) if it did not, then why? 

To address these questions, I first examine the controversies Prohibition stirred up in 

presidential conventions. 
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PRESIDENTIAL POLITICS AND PROHIBITION CONTROVERSIES 

As has been discussed in previous chapters. Prohibition began as a local issue in 

the 1800s, in the 1910s was elevated to the state-level by the ASL. After the passage of 

the IS"** Amendment. Prohibition became the trade of presidential politics. This shifting 

political venue was not inevitable; rather it was the result of choices the contesting 

organizations made about where and how to fight their battles. The original Prohibition 

organizations were small, grass-roots affairs, capable only of influencing local politics. 

Later organizations were larger and able to carry the battle to the state-level. Difficulties 

of enforcement at the state-level caused the ASL to work for national Prohibition. The 

18'*' amendment required that enforcement be carried out at the federal level by an 

executive branch agency. 

Conflicts over Prohibition increasingly occurred at the level of presidential 

politics. Congress became less involved in Prohibition questions. The last Prohibition-

related hearing held in the House was in 1925; it focused on concurrent enforcement 

issues (U.S. House 1925). Similarly, during the entire period Prohibition was in effect, 

the Senate held only 1 Prohibition-related hearing; in 1932 the Senate Committee on the 

District of Columbia held a hearing about enforcement of Prohibition in D.C. (U.S. 

Senate 1932). Neither the House nor the Senate held a hearing on the passage of the 21^' 

amendment or Prohibition's subsequent repeal. The action on Prohibition questions was 

clearly taking place outside of Congress. To understand why and how Prohibition was 

repealed, we must understand the role Prohibition played in the four presidential 

elections that occurred while it was in effect: 1920,1924, 1928 and 1932. 
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The ASL first involved itself in presidential politics in 1916. when the ASL's 

Washington office evaluated presidential candidates on their dry views. The ASL did 

nothing more with this evaluation than print the results in the annual report; however, it 

marked a significant shift in ASL strategy (Pegram 1998: 140). By the 1920s, 

prohibition battles characterized the conventions of both major parties. Strong 

prohibition planks were not added to the platforms of either party until 1932, but the 

prohibition issue had profound effects on the nomination process of both parties. 

One consequence of this shift from Congressional to presidential politics was that 

the ASL could no longer play the pivotal, powerftil role it had in the 1910s. The ASL 

could not muster the same tactics it used in the 1910s. Promises of member votes do not 

carry the same weight at the presidential level as they do at the congressional level, 

where districts are small and members frequently have personal relationships with their 

constituents. The ASL did not control enough votes to be decisive in presidential 

elections. As the ASL's ftmds grew ever smaller (as discussed in the last chapter), they 

could not even use campaign contributions to win support from presidential candidates. 

The ASL was truly a victim of its own success: it lost focus and power in the aftermath 

of the is"* Amendment's passage. The ASL was not only unable to protect the IS''* 

amendment — it was ultimately inconsequential to the amendment's repeal. 

In the absence of congressional hearings, presidential conventions serve as 

indicators of the parties' relative support of Prohibition. Throughout the 1920s, 

Prohibition increasingly became the decisive issue in the national conventions of both 

parties. Over the decade. Republicans became more closely tied to the Prohibition side 
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of the debate, while Democrats became more closely tied to the Repeal side. At the 

same time, the Association Against the Prohibition Amendment (AAPA) and other 

wealthy, wet activists increasingly threw their support (and money) behind Democratic 

candidates. It was this identification of the Democratic Party with the wet position that 

would ultimately end in the repeal of the 21Amendment. 

Positions of Republican Presidents on Prohibition 

From 1920 through 1932, Republican presidents and candidates for president 

maintained a "law and order" position on Prohibition. Harding, Coolidge and Hoover all 

maintained that while Prohibition might make some citizens unhappy, and might be a 

violation of privacy, it was the law and should be enforced at least until such time as 

Congress decided to repeal or modify it. 

This position resonated with a small, but growing "modification" movement. 

This movement did not necessarily reject Prohibition ideals, but members did want to 

modify the Volstead Act to reduce penalties and allow the legal manufacture and sale of 

beer and wine. In the early 1920s, the modification organizations (with names like 

Moderate Prohibition and Modification League) sought to introduce modification 

legislation in Congress. However no congressional supporters could be found -

members of Congress were either (I) too intimidated by the ASL, (2) convince 

Prohibition was a presidential issue or (3) both. The modification movement went 

nowhere and members were increasingly firustrated by the Republican Presidents (Claric 

1976). 
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In 1920, Warren G. Harding, a conservative from Ohio, was chosen as the 

Republican nominee in a relatively uneventful convention and Calvin Coolidge was 

selected as his running mate. Prohibition was not an issue at the convention. The 

party's platform contained nothing about Prohibition, and while Harding himself 

regarded Prohibition as an invasion of privacy, he maintained that it must be enforced 

since it was the law. Harding was intemperate, however his dry policies marked the 

beginning of a decade of Republican support for Prohibition enforcement (Anthony 

1998:426). 

In 1924, the Republicans nominated Calvin Coolidge in another lackluster 

convention that notably omitted discussion of Prohibition. Harding had died in 1923 

while still in office, so Coolidge had succeeded to the presidency and was the 

incumbent. Furthermore, in spite of the Teapot Dome and other scandals that plagued 

the Harding White House, the Republicans were in a strong position to win in 1924 

election due to the booming economy, known as "the Coolidge Prosperity." Coolidge 

was conservative and strongly pro-business, believing in a hands-off approach to the 

economy (Smith 1984: 46-47). He disliked Prohibition because he opposed federal 

interference in the lives of individuals. However. Coolidge maintained that Congress 

had passed Prohibition, so as President he would support it (Sobel 2000: 4,280). 

In 1927, Coolidge announced that he would not seek the Republican nomination 

in 1928. He never made his reasons for not seeking re-election clear. Historians have 

suggested reasons ranging from his health, Mrs. Coolidge's health, his anticipation of a 

depression, boredom, or the possibility of an affair between Mrs. Coolidge and a secret 
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service agent (Smith 1984:45; Sobel 2000: 371-3). In any case, Coolidge's decision 

opened the Republican field up for other candidates. 

The clear favorite in primaries and state party organizations was Herbert Hoover. 

Hoover ran on the theme of the "Coolidge Prosperity." Hoover never publicly stated his 

views on Prohibition, saying that it would be hypocrisy for a President to call for any 

change to the constitution, since he had sworn to protect and uphold the constitution. 

However, privately. Hoover maintained the same legalistic support other Republicans 

had, saying that while he felt Prohibition was a mistake, it should be enforced because it 

was the law (Smith 1984: 140-142). 

During the 1920s. Republican Presidents and candidates supported Prohibition 

on the basis that it was the law and the law should be respected. Furthermore, the ASL. 

through Wayne B. Wheeler, was closely tied to the Harding and Coolidge 

administrations and played an important role in making Prohibition-related political 

appointments (Steuter p. 168-170). Consequently, Prohibition became increasingly 

identified as a "Republican" issue, a view that was reinforced during the 1928 

presidential campaign (discussed below), and would be important as the Democrats 

wrangled with the issue of Prohibition. 

Positions of Democratic Nominees on Prohibition 

Democrats regarded 1920 as a lost year; with anti-war, anti-Wilson and anti-

League of Nations sentiments running high. Democrats held little hope of significant 

wins. Several prominent Democrats, such as Franklin Roosevelt (who was planning to 
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run for one of New York's Senate seats), decided to put their political plans on hold, 

hoping that 1922 or 1924 might prove more auspicious (Josephson and Josephson 1969: 

256-257). However, 1920 also proved to be a highly contentious year inside the 

Democratic Party, as various factions began to fight over what position to take on 

Prohibition. 

A1 Smith, the wet governor of New York was becoming the standard-bearer for 

the wet cause in the Democratic Party. Smith was governor of New York when the state 

legislature repealed New York's Prohibition enforcement statute in 1923 and left all 

enforcement of prohibition in New York to the federal government (Pringle 1927:320-

328). At the Democratic conventions of 1920, 1924. 1928 and 1932 Smith was a 

candidate for the Democratic nomination, and in 1928 he was chosen as the party's 

Presidential nominee (Slayton 2001: .148.213-215,256-57, 371-373). Smith's economic 

philosophy was conservative and, much like the Republicans, he advocated a hands-off 

approach toward business. His one distinguishing political philosophy was his 

uncompromising opposition to Prohibition (Slayton 2001: 190. 218). 

In 1920, The New York delegation to the Democratic National Convention 

nominated Smith as a protest against Democratic Prohibition supporters, lead by 

William Jennings Bryan, who controlled the Democratic National Committee and thus 

the national party (Josephson and Josephson 1969: 254-255). Many Democrats initially 

supported Smith, who rapidly gained a majority of votes (party rules in the 1920s 

required a two-thirds super-majority to win the nomination). However. Smith was 

judged too urban to win the election, and as a Catholic, too controversial to win support 
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in the South, and in the end support at the convention swung to James M. Cox, governor 

of Ohio. Franklin D. Roosevelt was nominated as his running mate, effectively deciding 

the issue of whether he should run for the Senate. Cox was a moderate dry who 

supported the 18'*' Amendment but was dissatisfied with the Volstead Act. Roosevelt 

was even more moderate, as he supported Prohibition but was widely known to have a 

laid in a large private reserve before Prohibition went into effect (Miller 1983: 169-171). 

In spite of loosing the nomination battle. Smith emerged from the 1920 convention as 

the most prominent wet leader in the nation, and the beginnings of the wet/dry rifl that 

would plague the Democratic Party throughout the 1920s had emerged. 

The major issues of the 1920 campaign itself were rather thin: the question of 

whether to enter the League of Nations and government efficiency dominated both 

Republican and Democratic rhetoric. The Democrats had few campaign funds and the 

ailing and the unpopular Wilson did little campaigning. Harding swept the election, 

winning 61% of the popular vote, and garnering 404 electoral votes (Miller 1983: 173-

174. 176). 

1924 should have been a good year for the Democratic Party. Although 

bolstered by the robust economy, the Republicans were weakened by the Harding 

scandals (Miller 1983: 201-202). However, the Democratic Party was deeply divided 

over Prohibition and the resurgent Ku Klux KJan. The 1924 convention of the 

Democratic Party was rancorously divisive. As in 1920, the two front-runners for the 

Democratic nomination were the wet Smith and the dry William G. McAdoo (Wilson's 

son-in-law, secretary of the Treasury and heir apparent. The convention deadlocked and 
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balloting continued for two weeks as neither Smith nor McAdoo could obtain majority 

support (Josephson and Josephson 1969: 221. 256. 313-314). After two weeks, a 

compromise candidate who was moderate on Prohibition, John W. Davis of West 

Virginia, was finally nominated on the 103'^'' ballot (Miller 1983; 206). 

Davis, of course, lost the election to Coolidge. The point here is that Prohibition 

was dividing the Democratic Party. As Republicans increasingly accepted Prohibition 

(however grudgingly). Democrats fought over it. Prohibition prevented the nomination 

of either Smith or McAdoo, and ultimately dictated the choice of a moderate candidate. 

Prohibition was highlighted at both the 1920 and 1924 Democratic Party Conventions, 

and although it continued to divide the party, anti-Prohibition protest came to be 

identified with the Democrats. At the same time, support for Prohibition characterized 

Republican debate, suggesting to many observers that modification or repeal of 

Prohibition would only be possible under a Democratic president. The AAPA began 

collecting money to support the 1928 Democratic candidate, whoever he might be, as 

early as 1926. 

In 1928, the Democratic Party finally united on the issue of Prohibition and the 

differences between the Republican and Democratic Parties were dramatically 

illustrated. McAdoo decided he would not seek nomination, leaving A1 Smith the only 

viable contender for the Democratic nomination. Smith further sealed his hold on the 

nomination by promising to appoint John J. Raskob, an associate of the Du Ponts and a 

member of the AAPA's governing board, as Chairman of the Democratic National 

Conunittee. The AAPA war chest was put at Smith's disposal, both the for the 
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nomination fight and later for the general campaign. Ultimately, the AAPA, through 

Raskob, collected over $5 million for Smith's campaign (Smith 1970: 103). AAPA 

members were instrumental in swinging votes to Smith during the 1928 convention 

(Pegram 1998; 180-181). Smith was nominated quickly. Republican members of the 

nascent modification groups supported Smith's nomination, as did the Association 

Against the Prohibition Amendment. 

Rev. James Cannon, a Methodist Bishop. President of the ASL and a life-long 

Democrat, marshaled the ASL's sagging resources against Smith and organized a 

bipartisan campaign against Smith. Cannon's racist anti-Catholic campaign successfully 

tore significant portions of the South and West away from the Smith camp. Cannon 

argued that a vole for Hoover was a vote against Smith. 

The battle against Smith effectively ended the ASL's non-partisan strategy, 

securing the ASL's increasingly marginal involvement in prohibition policy making. 

After Hoover's election, the ASL was so closely tied to the Republican Party that 

Democratic congressmen would no longer accept appointments from ASL lobbyists. In 

his anti-Smith enthusiasm. Cannon lost the ASL's most powerful tool, discussed in 

chapter 3: the ability to swing blocks of voters toward or away from candidates of any 

party. The dry camp became inextricably identified with the Republicans, while the 

wets became financially tied to the Democrats, through the appointment of Raskob as 

chair of the Democratic Party. 
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PROHIBITION AFTER THE CRASH 

Scholars such as GusHeld (1955; 1963) have linked repeal of Prohibition to the 

onset of the Great Depression. However, the Depression began nearly 4 years before 

Prohibition was repealed. There is no simple link between the fiscal crises of the early 

Depression and the passage of the 21 Amendment. Political factors were crucial in 

Prohibition's repeal. 

Dry supporters in the 1920s had continually pointed toward the nation's 

prosperity as an indication of Prohibition's success. The ASL asserted in its yearbook in 

1926: 

Both friends and enemies of prohibition must agree that the increased 
purchasing power of the masses, which as been so general since the war. 
is largely due to prohibition... When.. .a man takes money formerly 
thrown away on harmful drink and uses it for buying a home, an 
automobile or any other merchandise, he is greatly aiding all legitimate 
industry. This means that at least a billion dollars formerly spent in 
saloons each year, and from which only the brewers benefited, have gone 
into new buildings, automobiles and the hundreds of other lines which 
have expanded so rapidly since prohibition went into effect (Cherrington 
1927:21). 

The notable element of such declarations is that drys were not simply claiming that 

Prohibition benefited families. Rather, drys systematically linked the prosperity of the 

1920s to the existence of the 18"* Amendment and the Volstead Act. 

In the face of the Great Depression, the prosperity arguments of drys were easily 

dismissed. In 1929, the AAPA published a pamphlet titled "Cost of Prohibition and 

Your Income Tax" (Association Against the Prohibition Amendment 1929), in which the 

AAPA asserted that the cost of Prohibition was $1.2 billion a year. Leaving aside the 
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accuracy of such estimates, these sorts of arguments were made with increasing 

frequency as the Depression continued. 

In face of such challenges, the ASL continued to lose supporters. In 1932. John 

D. Rockefeller Jr. endorsed repeal. This was a crushing blow to the ASL. as Rockefeller 

and his father had together contributed more than $350,000 to the ASL. Rockefeller's 

defection was representative of several high-profile defections from the wet cause, 

including William Randolph Hearst and Eleanor Roosevelt (Rose 1996: 123-124). 

As the Depression wore on. Hoover was blamed for both his lack of foresight and 

his lack of action. He was increasingly pictured as an obstacle to both economic 

recovery and Prohibition's repeal (Smith 1984: 138. 140). Hoover approached the 

problems of the Depression ti-om the same methodical principles he used when faced 

with other problems. He used the approach of an engineer, and the economic principles 

of Republicanism, to attempt reform of the economy without undue interference in 

business. 

Hoover appointed the Wickersham Commission to investigate law enforcement 

in the United States, and more specifically to investigate the problems facing Prohibition 

enforcement. The commission's report emphasized the difficulties of enforcement and 

suggested the possibility of modifying the Volstead Act. However, Hoover refused to 

change his position on Prohibitiort—he valued consistency highly—and insisted that the 

report be issued with an executive summary that glossed over the commission's findings 

and recommended that Prohibition be retained (Rose 1996: 116). 
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Although Hoover did change his position on Prohibition at the 1932 Republican 

National Convention, he did so only reluctantly and felt that it represented a betrayal to 

the American people (Smith 1984: 141). Hoover's skills as an administrator and 

businessman might have served him well as President during a period of peace and 

prosperity, such as that faced by Coolidge and Harding. However, his inability to grasp 

the profound changes caused by the Great Depression, and his ignorance of public 

opinion on Prohibition, left Hoover very few options in dealing with the fiscal and 

political crises with which he was faced. 

Lawyers and Prohibition 

The Voluntary Conunittee of Lawyers was organized in 1928. although members 

of the organization had been involved in the debates about Prohibition in the 1910s. 

This organization was unique. There were nine directions of the VCL. All were 

lawyers, and all practiced in New York City. The elections of 1928 and the Prohibition 

referenda around the country convinced them that Prohibition would be repealed, and 

they felt that lawyers could facilitate repeal by having legislation at the ready when the 

time was right (Vose 1981). 

The VCL recruited members from all over the country. Membership was limited 

to lawyers, with the one exception of the organization's executive director, the only staff 

member to draw a salary. The board of directors agreed with earlier accusations against 

the ASL. that they drys had "fixed" the ratification of the 18"* Amendment by lining up 

supporters in state legislatures. To prevent a similar occurrence when repeal was 
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submitted to the states, the VCL prepared novel legislation that would allow the states to 

hold constitutional conventions on the issue of repeal. The United States constitution 

allows for states to approve amendments through their legislatures or through 

constitutional conventions. The convention method had never been used before, but the 

VCL argued that it was the only unbiased method, since it allowed voters to select 

representatives to the convention and bind them to voting one way or another, much like 

electors in the electoral college (Vose 1981). 

The VCL included several wealthy members, but they did not seek out external 

funding the way the ASL had. They were entirely member supported. The VCL 

constructed a multi-tiered organization, one that could operate at the local, state and 

federal levels like the ASL had in its heyday. They lobbied members of congress 

through letters and prepared legislation, waiting for the moment when repeal legislation 

was needed. The VCL saw themselves as consultants or e.xperts. not as activists, and as 

such, they were less aggressive than the AAPA or the WONPR in pushing for repeal 

(Vose 1981). Nevertheless, after the 1932 election, the VCL was well readied. 

Roosevelt and Prohibition 

After careftilly straddling the fence on Prohibition since 1920, Roosevelt publicly 

announced his opposition to the IS*** Amendment in 1930. He was planning his strategy 

for the 1932 presidential campaign, and by aimouncing his opposition to Prohibition in 

1930, was attempting to remove it as a potential campaign issue. Instead of national 

Prohibition, FDP advocated state control of liquor issues. Raskob, chair of the 
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Democratic National Party and still the main conduit between the AAPA and the 

Democrats, approved of FDR's announcement. However, until FDR won the 

Democratic nomination, Raskob's support and the AAPA's money continued to flow to 

A1 Smith (Freidel 1956: 144-146). 

Roosevelt had to look elsewhere for flnancial support of his campaign to win the 

Democratic nomination. In spite of the coolness between Roosevelt and the AAPA. 

Roosevelt turned to notably wet sources for campaign contributions. Early contributors 

to Roosevelt's coffers included Joseph Kennedy, who was widely known as a 

rumrunner. Kennedy gave FDR a campaign contribution in 1930 and agreed to solicit 

further donations for Roosevelt from his Wall Street connections. In total. Kennedy 

gave Roosevelt over $360,000 for his 1932 and 1936 campaigns, equivalent to $3.8 

million in 1996 dollars (Kessler 1996: 35-38. 94). Other early contributors included 

Ernest Draper, founder of Hills Brothers Coffee and an importer of dates and olive oil; 

Gorden Rentschler. president of National City Bank in New York: Vincent Astor. John 

Jacob Astor's heir and head of Chase National Bank: Cleveland Dodge, an importer and 

head of a shipping company; August Heckscher whose fortune was based on coal and 

steel; William Woodin, president of American Car and Foundry Securities and E.xports. 

chairman of the boards of the American Locomotive Company and the Railway Steel 

Spring Company; and Herbert Lehman of the Lehman Brothers investment banking 

firm. 

At the 1932 Democratic convention, there was a determined effort to avoid the 

deadlock that had characterized the 1924 convention, and the divisiveness of the 1928 
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convention. While Roosevelt had a majority of delegates' votes as the convention 

opened, he did not have the required two-third's super majority. After several behind 

the scenes battles over the convention's chair and the platform, Roosevelt was ultimately 

nominated as the party's candidate on only the fourth ballot (Freidel 1956: 301-311). 

The fate of Prohibition did not look good from the outset of the presidential 

campaign. The Democratic convention also voted to include a plank for repeal in its 

platform, which Roosevelt subsequently endorsed. Furthermore. Roosevelt had the pre-

convention support of several wealthy wets, and the Women's Organization for National 

Prohibition Reform (WONPR) actively campaigned on FDR's behalf The AAPA never 

endorsed Roosevelt's candidacy directly, since several of its leading members were 

opposed to FDR's proposed non-Prohibition policies. However. AAPA monies flowed 

into FDR's campaign fund via Raskob. Raskob reluctantly supported Roosevelt after he 

was nominated, in spite of losing his position as chair of the Democratic National 

Committee (Rose 1996: 119-122). Most observers took it as a foregone conclusion that 

a Roosevelt Presidency would spell the end for the IS"* Amendment. 

This is not meant to imply that repeal was Roosevelt's single-handed 

accomplishment. Rather, the forces that were driving toward repeal aligned behind the 

Democratic column, of which Roosevelt was the head. Roosevelt was elected in a 

landslide victory. Hoover won only six of the 48 states, and took less than 40% of the 

popular vote (Smith 1984: 149). The Roosevelt landslide assured that a wet congress 

would be seated in 1933, and most observers expected that congress would vote for 

repeal. 
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The ASL was in a difficult position. Marginalized from the Democratic Party 

and betrayed by the Republican Party the ASL endorsed the Prohibition Party candidate 

for President. The ASL's funds were so low that no campaign contributions 

accompanied the endorsement. The ASL's power had been reduced to the point where 

their actions were irrelevant to repeal (Kerr 1985). 

Roosevelt's landslide victory, the anti-Prohibition outcomes of several state 

referenda, and a new Literary Digest poll indicating more than 73% support for repeal 

convinced wets that the time for repeal was right. Congressional leaders in the lame 

duck Congress introduced what was to become the 21"' Amendment in December 1932. 

The VCL consulted with several members of congress on the form the bill should take. 

In February 1933 the bill was passed by both Houses of Congress. The 21"" Amendment 

required that states hold constitutional conventions, unique in amendment history, to 

ratify it. Wets felt that there would be less interference from the ASL if conventions 

were held, rather than reporting the amendment to the state legislatures. The VCL had 

prepared state legislation that would allow the states to set up conventions quickly. 

Conventions were held in 38 states in 1933. and only one. South Carolina, voted against 

repeal (see figure 5.1). The 21'®' Amendment was finally passed, and the IS*** 

Amendment was repealed, in December 1933 (Rose 1996: 128-129). 

Figure 5.1 suggests a regional trend, with states in the Bible Belt not ratifying the 

2 r'Amendment. However, this must be considered with a few caveats. On December 

5 and 6, 1933,4 states held their conventions: Ohio, Pennsylvania, Utah and Maine. 



Figiu-e 5.1 States that Ratifled the 21" Amendment, 1933 

Source; Cherrington 1932. 
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These states were vying to be the 36*** (and final required) state to ratify the amendment. 

Utah won that honor. Afier December 6, no further conventions were held. This was 

the middle of the Depression, after all, and constitutional conventions were a luxury 

many states decided they could not afford. Of the remaining states, five never scheduled 

a convention and two had conventions scheduled, but repealed their enacting legislation, 

thus effectively canceling the conventions. Further research will be required to answer 

the question of how these states might have voted had they had conventions. However, 

it is suggestive that the states that did not ratify the 21Amendment were located in the 

Midwest, just as Gusfield (1963) argued the core of the Prohibition movement was. 

CONCLUSION 

Prohibition*s implementation created difficulties for the constituencies that 

initially supported Prohibition. The Anti-Saloon League did not reorganize after 

Prohibition was passed, but it did try to become an educational organization. However, 

the ASL did not make this transition successfully, and in the process lost most of its elite 

support and failed to protect the hard-won gains of the 1910s. After passage of 

Prohibition, the ASL's membership and finances both declined and the League lost the 

support of manufacturers. 

The implementation had a more mixed effect on the constituencies that opposed 

Prohibition. To be sure, the failure of the alcohol producing and retailing industries to 

ally resulted in the passage of restrictive legislation that put all producers and sellers out 
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of business. On the other hand, unions managed to finally create a unified opposition to 

Prohibition. 

As the 1920s wore on. Prohibition enforcement became harder. Cooperation 

between the states and the federal government never fully materialized, and the courts 

were overwhelmed with too many cases and not enough prosecutors. Eventually, the 

caseload grew to the point where the justice system was unable to process cases in an 

equitable manner and came to rely increasingly on plea-bargaining and special amnesty 

days to manage. 

After the 1928 election and the onset of the Great Depression, the modification 

movement began to turn to outright repeal. The Association Against the Prohibition 

Amendment, the Women's Organization for National Prohibition Repeal and the 

Voluntary Committee of Lawyers agitated for Prohibition's repeal. Their arguments 

emphasized that repeal would result in lower income taxes for elites and more jobs for 

working people. The AAPA and the WONPR issued pamphlets, gave newspaper 

interviews, and tried to influence public opinion toward repeal. 

Prohibition was repealed due to two factors. (I) The Great Depression and the 

need for tax revenue and jobs and (2) the unintended consequences of enforcement. In 

the case of repeal, the state had a direct and powerful interest of its own in passage of the 

2P' Amendment. By 1932, both parties had committed themselves to repeal so repeal 

was nearly a foregone conclusion. After Roosevelt's landslide victory, his allies in the 

lame duck congress introduced the 21" Amendment. Even his opponents voted for it. as 

his landslide was taken as a public mandate for repeal. The 21" Amendment was 
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quickly approved by Congress and the Voluntary Committee of Lawyers ushered it 

through the states. 
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CHAPTER 6 

IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

THE EIGHTEENTH AMENDMENT 

The is"' Amendment's passage in by congress in 1917 was followed by its rapid 

ratification in 1919. Prohibition, through the enacting Volstead legislation, went into 

effect in 1920. Both contemporary and subsequent historians have identified three 

factors as the key contributors to the 18^ Amendment's passage: (1) a reaction against 

immigration. (2) a gambit in the class struggle, and (3) a cultural response to changes in 

the social structure. Explanations based on these factors tend to emphasize the 

accumulation of these factors over time. 

However, these factors are merely the background against which the Eighteenth 

Amendment was passed. While fears about immigration, violent union conflicts and loss 

of social status might have motivated individuals to support Prohibition, and might even 

have motivated these individuals to join the Prohibition movement in one way or 

another, these arguments caimot explain the rapid success of the Anti-Saloon League and 

the 18''' Amendment in the 1910s. 

The Eighteenth Amendment was ultimately passed as a result of two factors. 

First, the participation of elites from the manufacturing and retail sectors in the Anti-

Saloon League made new sources of revenue and influence available to the dry cause. 

Elites from manufacturing and retail were brought into the League after 1913 in part 

because of the League's own attempts to attract the support of business leaders. 
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However, manufacturers and retailers also had their own interests in the Prohibition 

cause; they saw Prohibition as a means to transform their workforce into reliable 

workers who would spend their wages on manufactured goods rather than alcohol. As 

power elite theorists lead us to expect, elite participation in the Anti-Saloon League was 

rooted in the real, industry-based material and political interests of those elites. The 

ASL's drive to win business support and manufacturer's and retailer's interest in 

Prohibition converged after 1913, and resulted in increased power, prestige and 

influence for the dry movement. The elite leadership of the ASL was made up of 

members from a single, economically defined segment. It was not a culturally deflned 

elite such as that discussed by Beisei. 

The second factor contributing to the success of the Prohibition cause was the 

political opportunity created by World War I. World War I brought with it the necessity 

of fending off famine in Europe, as crops overseas either failed due to weather 

conditions, were turned into battlefields or were never planted due to a lack of 

manpower. The passage of wartime Prohibition as a food control measure put legal 

alcohol producers out of business and eliminated their ability to fight Prohibition. 

Furthermore, the racist attacks on and political missteps by the German American 

Alliance cleared the field for the ASL-lead dry coalition to secure passage of the 18"* 

Amendment in congress and ratification of that Amendment from the states. This 

exogenous crisis created an opportunity for Prohibition supporters to push their cause. 

Historical speculation is a dangerous game. Trying to assess what outcomes 

might have occurred absent some real historical event is tricky. However, prior to 1913, 
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it is unlikely that the Anti-Saloon League would have had the fiscal resources or 

influential network connections to adequately exploit political opportunities such as 

those presented by World War I. After 1913, and in particular after the demise of the 

German American Alliance, the ASL had deeper pockets and wider connections due to 

the manufacturers and retailers among its leadership. This convergence of political 

opportunity and power lead to the passage and ratification of the Eighteenth 

Amendment. 

More generally, the 18"* amendment passed as a result of alliances formed 

between one segment of the elite (manufacturers) and one social movement organization 

(lead by the Anti-Saloon League). Whether the initiative in forming this alliance rests 

with the organizations or the elites is not clear. However, elite economic and social 

resources enhanced the movement's ability to accomplish its goals. That the 

movement's goals also meshed with the goals of the particular elite segment that lent its 

support is no coincidence; as shown by Domhoff and others, elites are motivated by the 

economic demands of their position in the economy. 

In the case of Prohibition, it is unlikely that the 18"* Amendment would have 

passed without both sides of this alliance. Without elite support, the Anti-Saloon League 

would not have had the resources necessary to dominate the 1916 elections and influence 

Congress for the next 4 years. Without the ASL. elites would not have had the efficient 

organization necessary for quickly marshalling an amendment through both the 

Congressional and state legislatures necessary for passage. National Prohibition can 
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only be understood as the combined effect of both elite resources and social movement 

organization. 

However, the ASL/manufacturing alliance was not unopposed. The German-

American Alliance and the alcohol producers presented organized opposition to 

Prohibition. However, neither the GAA nor the producers' organizations could match 

the ASL's expertise in congressional hearings, and the onset of World War I effectively 

curbed both the GAA and the producers', making their actions vulnerable to charges of 

treason. 

The crisis of World War I eliminated the wets' power. Although it did not 

enhance the status of the ASL, it did nothing to harm it either, and political expediency 

dictated that the Wilson administration did not impede Prohibition. However, this does 

not mean that Prohibition passed simply because of the crisis. Without the alliance 

formed by the ASL and manufacturers, and the resources both afforded the other, it is 

unlikely Prohibition would have passed. The crucial factor in the passage of the 18"' 

amendment was the alliance between the movement and a powerful elite segment. 

THE TWENTY-FIRST AMENDMENT 

Public opinion may have turned against Prohibition, but it is difficult to make a 

simple link between public opinion and legislation generally, and even more difHcult to 

link opinion and the amendment process. Immigration and unionization formed the 

backdrop for repeal, just as they did for passage. Anxiety over immigration most likely 

eased during the 1920s since immigration declined due to the combined effects of 
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legislation, war and Depression. The decline in immigration may have contributed to a 

decrease in the perceived necessity of Prohibition. However, since immigration was 

only a background factor in Prohibition's passage, it is unlikely to be contributing factor 

in its repeal. Furthermore, there is little evidence linking decreased attention to 

immigration and disenchantment with Prohibition. As for unionization and the attendant 

fears of class warfare, unionization and workstoppages due to strike activity were 

increasing prior to Prohibition's repeal. If Prohibition were a weapon the wealthy used 

against workers, it is unlike that Prohibtion would have been repealed just as 

worker/employer conflicts were heating up. 

Implementation of Prohibtion created significant difficulties for the 

constituencies that initially supported Prohibition. The Anti-Saloon League, under the 

direction of Wayne B. Wheeler, attempted to make the transformation from a lobbying 

organization supporting a specific end, to a defensive organization preventing the 

erosion of initial gains. The ASL did not make this transition successfully, and in the 

process lost most of its elite support. After passage of Prohibition, the ASL's 

membership and finances bore little resemblance to the aggressive League that had 

shepherded Prohibition's passage. In particular, the League lost the support of 

manufacturers. There are three potential explanations for this: (1) manufacturers lost 

interest in Prohibition and no longer believed it was necessary for increased worker 

efficiency, (2) as productivity increased in the 1920s, elites from the manufacturing 

segment of the economy assumed that Prohibition had created the conditions for that 

productivity, however, no further maintenance of Prohibition was required on their part. 
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(3) as the ASL became more and more involved in the politics of implementation, it lost 

sight of the importance of its elite allies and failed to cultivate their further support. It is 

not clear which of these processes was responsible for the split between manufacturers 

and the ASL; most likely, all three were contributing factors. The crucial point is that as 

the ASL accomplished its goal with the passage of Prohibition and the Volstead Act, it 

began to lose its most important assets, and thus, it began to lose power. 

In contrast, the battle against Prohibition and over the Volstead Act had a more 

mixed effect on the constituencies that opposed Prohibition. On the one hand, the failure 

of the alcohol producing and retailing industries to ally among themselves resulted in the 

passage of restrictive legislation that put all producers and sellers out of business. On 

the other hand, unions managed to finally create a unified opposition to Prohibition. 

As the 1920s wore on. Prohibition enforcement became increasingly diflicult. 

The supposed cooperation between the states and the federal government never fully 

materialized, and the courts were overwhelmed with too many cases and not enough 

prosecutors. Eventually, the caseload grew to the point where the justice system was 

unable to process cases in an equitable maimer and came to rely increasingly on plea-

bargaining and special amnesty days to manage. 

Prohibition issues began at the local level in the 19"* century and became the stuff 

of state politics in the early 20''' century. Passage of the 18"' amendment was pursued at 

the congressional level by the ASL. By the 1920s. Prohibition had become a 

presidential issue. By the 1932 election. Republicans were firmly identified as the party 

of Prohibition, while Democrats were the party of repeal. 
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After the 1928 election and the onset of the Great Depression, the modification 

movement began to turn to outright repeal. The Association against the Prohibition 

Amendment, the Women's Organization for National Prohibition Repeal and the 

Voluntary Committee of Lawyers agitated for Prohibition's repeal. Their arguments 

emphasized that repeal would result in lower income taxes for elites and more jobs for 

working people. The AAPA and the WONPR issued pamphlets and gave newspaper 

interviews and tried to influence public opinion toward repeal. 

Prohibition was repealed due to two factors. (1) The Great Depression and the 

need for tax revenue and jobs and (2) the unintended consequences of enforcement. In 

the case of repeal, the state had a direct and powerful interest of its own in passage of the 

2r' Amendment. By 1932. both parties had committed themselves to repeal so repeal 

was nearly a foregone conclusion. After Roosevelt's landslide victory, his allies in the 

lame duck congress introduced the 21 Amendment. Even his opponents voted for it. as 

his landslide was taken as a public mandate for repeal. The 21''' Amendment was 

quickly approved by Congress and the Voluntary Committee of Lawyers ushered it 

through the states. 

This explanation f repeal bears much resemblance to Gusfield's. However, 

Gusfield dismisses the effects of implementation and focuses exclusively on the 

exogenous shock of the Great Depression. 1 argue instead that repeal was a state project, 

on that was possible only because of the effects the preceding decade of Prohibition had 

on the ASL, public opinion and the various Prohibition constituencies. 
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In the case of repeal, the state had an independent interest in the policy outcome, 

separate from the interests of the various elites involved in the AAPA, the WONPR or 

the VCL. The state acted autonomously to repeal Prohibition and increase revenue, 

without direct intervention from any social group. 

THE 18™ AND 21^^ AMENDMENT WERE DIFFERENT 

Chapter 1 began with the question of whether the 18''' and 21"" Amendments were 

passed through similar political processes. I conclude here that they were not. Not only 

was the nature of the crisis confronting the state different during the two periods, but 

also the process of creating a policy seems to be different from the process of repealing a 

policy. There are two important comparisons between the process of passing the two 

amendments. 

First, the social movement organizations that supported the policies were very 

different from one another. The Anti-Saloon League was a grass-roots organization that 

was bureaucratic and hierarchical and that had formed an alliance with manufacturers, a 

powerful segment of the economic elite. In contrast, the AAPA, WONPR and VCL 

were made up of economic elites almost entirely. From their foundation, they were 

"clubs" formed by wealthy people to accomplish a goal. There was no need to form 

alliances with economic elites, because they had the benefits of elite economic and 

social resources already. However, they did not have the large-scale, grass-roots 

organization that the ASL had. They could not marshal votes in support of their 

position, and they could not organize a multi-state, coordinated campaign. 
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The ASL and AAPA/WONPR were different kinds of organizations, and they 

worked toward their goals differently. While the ASL used elite support to lobby 

Congress and influence electoral outcomes, the AAPA/WONPR were unable to control 

politics to the same extent and focused instead on public opinion and private influence 

among their existing social networks. Furthermore, the ASL had the decided advantage 

of working in congressional politics, where relatively small amounts of money and 

influence could have large effects. The AAPA/WONPR were working in presidential 

politics, which are complicated by party politics and require more influence and money 

to have a large effect. 

Second, the state had dissimilar relationships to the 1S"' and 21 Amendments. 

In the case of the IS"" Amendment, members of Congress were being petitioned to create 

a policy. The new policy had the potential to further the war effort and enhance 

economic productivity. Furthermore, failure to pass the Amendment carried significant 

risks from the ASL. Passage of Prohibition provided both significant benefits to 

individual state actors (the furtherance of the war effort) and avoided significant 

penalties (the wrath of the ASL). 

In the case of the 2P' Amendment, members of Congress were being petitioned 

to remove a policy. The existing policy was seen as an impediment to economic 

recovery and a distraction from the real work of defeating the Great Depression. 

Furthermore, failure to repeal Prohibition carried with it significant risks of social unrest. 

Repeal of Prohibition provided significant benefits to individual state actors (through 
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increased revenue) and avoided significant penalties (social unrest, deepened 

unemployment). 

However, in spite of the similarities, there is a crucial difference in the state's 

interests in the 18^ and 21^^ Amendments. In the case of the IS'** Amendment, the state 

did not initiate the policy, nor is it likely that state actors would have done so. 

Prohibition was brought to the state by powerful petitioners and their allies, and the state 

created Prohibition to avoid problems those petitioners might cause. In the case of the 

2P' Amendment, repeal sentiments originated in many points in the system. Public 

opinion was for it. powerful elites were for it, and significant constituencies like unions 

were for it. However, it is highly likely that repeal would have originated from state 

actors themselves, even in the absence of support from social groups. The federal 

government was trying to alleviate the effects of the Depression, and the elimination of 

Prohibition would provide a small boost to federal revenue and remove one distraction 

from the general recovery. Furthermore, there was no single state agency responsible for 

Prohibition, meaning that unlike HUD. Prohibition could be eliminated without concern 

for an internal state constituency. 

POLICY REVERSALS 

The repeal of Prohibition was very different from its passage. Repeal resulted 

from different political processes and different constituencies. In spite of the similarity 

of the exogenous shocks in both 1918 and 1932, those shocks had different effects on 

policy outcomes. 
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This suggests that reversing an established policy is a very different political 

project from creating a policy. Reversal must overcome different obstacles in order to 

succeed. In chapter one, I suggested a comparison between the repeal of Prohibition and 

the elimination of HUD and AFDC, suggesting that repeal may have had something in 

common with these other attempts at reversal (one successful, one not). 

My examination of repeal suggests that Prohibition's repeal was unlike the HUD 

of AFDC cases. Both HUD and AFDC had large bureaucracies creating internal, civil 

service based constituencies that protected the policies and made them difficult to 

eliminate. Even the elimination of AFDC took sustained effort over a long period of 

time. 

Prohibition had no such internal constituency. The Prohibition Bureau was 

small, transitory and had not established itself as part of an executive branch department. 

Without this government constituency. Prohibition was vulnerable when its repeal 

became necessary for other political ends. 

This point can only be made tentatively, since only one policy reversal is 

considered here. Future research should focus on overt comparisons among policies that 

vary with respect to whether they have internal constituencies. A thorough comparison 

of Prohibition's repeal and the elimination of AFDC would prove particularly 

enlightening in this regard since both reversals were successful, yet only one 

(Prohibition) lacked an internal constituency. 

The repeal of Prohibition has implications for modem-day anti-Prohibition 

campaigns as well. Modem marijuana activists frequently draw comparisons between 
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alcohol prohibition and marijuana prohibition, arguing that marijuana Prohibition should 

also be repealed, as it is causing similar social problems and disruptions. 

While this observation may be accurate, I believe the hopefulness of such 

comparisons is unfounded. My analysis here suggests that marijuana prohibition will 

not be lifted. The constituencies with an actual, material interest in our current war on 

drugs are too widespread and too powerful for marijuana prohibition to be repealed, 

even as a political necessity. Various agencies in the federal Department of Justice 

(including the Immigration and Naturalization Service and the Drug Enforcement 

Agency), state-level enforcement officers, federal, state and local prison guards, and 

even private sector prisons benefit from marijuana prohibition. In contrast, alcohol 

prohibition was not an established policy for long enough to generate such strong, 

interested constituencies. 



149 

WORKS CITED 

Abramovitz. Mimi. 1988. Regulating the Lives of Women: Social Welfare Policy from 

Colonial Times to the Present. Boston: South End Press. 

Akard, Patrick. 1992. "Corporate Mobilization and Political Power: The Transformation 

of US Economic Policy in the 1970s." American Sociological Review:597-615. 

Amenta. Ed and Yvonne Zylan. 1991. "It Happened Here: Political Opportunity, the 

New Institutionalism, and the Townsend Movement." ASR 56:250-265. 

Anthony. Carl Sferrazza. 1998. Florence Harding: The First Lady, the Jazz Age. and the 

Death of America's Most Scandalous President. New York: William Morrow. 

.Association Against the Prohibition Amendment. 1929. Cost of Prohibition and Your 

Income Tax. Washington. DC: The Association Against the Prohibition 

Amendment. 

Atlas. John and Peter Dreier. 1996. "US Housing Policy at the Crossroads: Rebuilding 

the Housing Constituency." Journal of Urban Affairs 18:341-371. 

Baron. Stanley. 1962. Brewed in America: A History of Beer and Ale in the United 

States. Boston: Little. Brown and Company. 

Baum, Dan. 2000. Citizen Coors: an American dynasty. New York: William Morrow. 

Beisel, Nicola. 1990. "Class. Culture, and Campaigns Against Vice in Three American 

Cities, 1872-1892." ASR 55:44-62. 



150 

—. 1993. "Morals Versus Art: Censorship, the Politics of Interpretation, and the 

Victorian Nude." ASR 58:145-162. 

—. 1997. Imperiled Innocents: Anthony Comstock and Family Reproduction in 

Victorian America. Princeton. NJ: Princeton University. 

Bernstein. Richard B. and Jerome Agel. 1993. Amending America : If We Love the 

Constitution So Much, Why Do We Keep Trying to Change It? New York: 

Times Books. 

Billings. John S. Charles W. Eliot. Henry W. Famam. Jacob L. Greene, and Francis G. 

Peabody. 1905. The Liquor Problem: A Summary of Investigations Conducted 

by the Committee of Fifty: University of Illinois. 

Bordin. Ruth. 1981. Woman and Temperance: the Quest for Power and Liberty. 1873-

1900. Philadelphia. 

Brown. M. Craig and Barbara D. Warner. 1992. "Immigrants. Urban Politics and 

Policing in 1900." ASR 57:293-305. 

Burnett. Robyn and Ken Lebbering. 1966. German Settlement in Missouri: New Land. 

Old Ways. Columbia. MO: University of Missouri Press. 

Caplan. Russel L. 1988. Constitutional Brinksmanship: Amending the Constitution by 

National Convention. New York: Oxford. 

Chambliss. William. 1973. "The Social Organization of Law." Pp. 132-145 in The Social 

Organization of Law, edited by D. Black and M. Mileski. New York: Seminar 

Press. 



Cherrington, Emest Hurst. 1908. "The Anti-Saloon League Year Book, 1908." Pp. 470. 

Westerville, OH: The Anti-Saloon League of America. 

—. 1912. "The Anti-Saloon League Year Book. 1912." Pp. 470. Westerville, OH: The 

Anti-Saloon League of America. 

—. 1914. "The Anti-Saloon League Year Book, 1914." Pp. 470. Westerville. OH: The 

Anti-Saloon League of America. 

—. 1919. "The Anti-Saloon League Year Book. 1919." Pp. 470. Westerville. OH: The 

Anti-Saloon League of America. 

—.1920. The Evolution of Prohibition in the United States of America: A Chronological 

History of the Liquor Problem and the Temperance Reform in the United States 

From the Earliest Settlements to the Consummation of National Prohibition. 

Westerville. Ohio: The American Issue Press. 

—. 1927. "The Anti-Saloon League Year Book. 1926." Pp. 470. Westerville. OH: The 

Anti-Saloon League of America. 

—. 1934. "The Anti-Saloon League Year Book, 1932-33." Pp. 470. Westerville, OH; 

The Anti-Saloon League of America. 

Child, Clifton J. 1939. The German-American Alliance in Politics. Madison, Wisconsin. 

Clark, Norman. 1976. Deliver Us From Evil: An Interpretation of American Prohibition, 

Edited by H. M. Hyman. New York: W.W. Norton. 



152 

Colvin. David Leigh. 1926. Prohibition in the United States: A History of the 

Prohibition Party, and of the Prohibition Movement. New York: George H. 

Doran. 

Cook. James and Kristie Taylor. 1998. "National Power on the Local Stage: How Cable 

Captured Congress and Cornered Cities." Sociological Perspectives. 

Costain. Anne W. 1992. Inviting Women's Rebellion; A Political Process Interpretation 

of the Women's Movement. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University. 

Detjen. David W. 1985. The Germans in Missouri. 1900-1918: Prohibition, Neutrality. 

and Assimilation. Columbia: University of Missouri Press. 

Domhoff. G. William. 1986. "On Welfare Capitalism and the Social Security Act of 

1935." ASR 51:445-446. 

—. 1990. The Power Elite and The State: How Policy is Made in America. Edited by M. 

Useem and J. D. Wright. New York: Aldine de Gruyter. 

—. 1998. Who Rules America? Power And Politics in the Year 2000. Mountain View. 

CA: Mayfield Publishing. 

—. 1996. State Autonomy or Class Dominance? Case Studies on Policy Making in 

America. Edited by J. D. Wright. New York: Aldine De Gruyter. 

Dreier, Peter. 1995. "Putting Cities on the National Agenda." Urban Affairs Review 

30:645-657. 

Drescher, Nuala McGann. 1967. "Organized Labor and the Eighteenth Amendment." 

Labor History 8:282-283. 



Duis, Perry R. 1983. The Saloon: Public Drinking in Chicago and Boston. 1880-1920. 

Urbana: University of Illinois Press. 

Esping-Andersen, Gosta. 1990. The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism. Princeton, NJ: 

Princeton University. 

Freidel, Frank. 1956. Franklin D. Roosevelt: The Triumph. Boston: Little, Brown and 

Company. 

Frieden. Jeffry A. 1987. Banking on the World: The Politics of American International 

Finance. New York: Harper & Row. 

—. 1993. Studies in International Finance: Private Interest and Public Policy in the 

International Political Economy. New York: Garland Publishing. 

Gale. Richard P. 1986. "Social Movements and the State: The Environmental 

Movement. Countermovement. and Government Agencies." Sociological 

Perspectives 29:202-240. 

Gamson. William A. and David S. Meyer. 1996. "Framing Political Opportunity." Pp. 

275-290 in Comparative Perspectives on Social Movements: Opportunities. 

Mobilizing Structure, and Framing, edited by D. McAdam. J. McCarthy, and M. 

Zald. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Gerlach, Russell L. 1976. Immigrants in the Ozarks: A Study in Ethnic Geography. 

Columbia, MO: University of Missouri. 

Goff, Brian and Gary Anderson. 1994. "The Political Economy of Prohibition in the 

United States, 1919-1933." Social Science Quarterly 75:270-283. 



Gusfieid, Joseph. 1955. "Social Structure and Moral Reform: A Study of the Woman's 

Christian Temperance Union." American Journal of Sociology 61:221-32. 

. 1963. Symbolic Crusade: Status Politics and the American Temperance 

Movement. Urbana: University of Illinois. 

Guthrie, John J. 1998. Keepers of the Spirits: The Judicial Response to Prohibition 

Enforcement in Florida, 1885-1935. Westport. CT: Greenwood Press. 

Heath, A. R. 1908. "The Business Test of Prohibition." Annals 32:583-590. 

Heintz. William F. 1990. Wine Country: An History of Napa Valley, vol. 1. Santa 

Barbara. CA: Capra Press. 

Hemon. Peter and Terry Ganey. 1991. Under the Influence: The Unauthorized story of 

the Anheuser-Busch dynasty. New York: Simon & Schuster. 

Hesse. Aruia Kemper. 1998. "Little Germany on the Missouri: The Photographs of 

Edward J. Kemper. 1895-1920.". Colmbia. MO: University of Missouri. 

Hicks. Alexander. 1980. "The Political Economy of Redistribution in the American 

States." Pp. 217-236 in Classes, Class Conflict, and the State, edited by M. 

Zeitlin. Cambridge, MA: Winthrop Publishers. 

Isetts, Charles A. 1979. "A Social Profile of the Women's Temperance Crusade: 

Hillsboro, OH." Pp. 101-110 in Alcohol, Reform and Society: The Liquor Issue 

in Social Context, Contributions in American History, edited by J. Jack S. 

Blocker. Westport, CT: Greenwood Press. 



Josephson, Matthew and Hannah Josephson. 1969. A1 Smith: Hero of the Cities. Boston: 

Houghton Mifflin. 

Kerr, K. Austin. 1985. Organized for Prohibition: A New History of the Anti-Saloon 

League. New Haven. CT: Yale University. 

Kessler. David A. 2001. A Question of Intent; A Great American Battle With a Deadly 

Industry. New York: Public Affairs. 

Kessler, Ronald. 1996. The Sins of the Father: Joseph P. Kennedy and the Dynasty he 

Founded. New York: Time Warner. 

Kitschelt, Herbert P. 1986. "Political Opportunity Structure and Political Protest: Anti-

Nuclear Movements in Four Democracies." British Journal of Political Science 

16:57-85. 

Kluger. Richard. 1969. Ashes to Ashes: America's Hundred Year Cigarette War. the 

Public Health, and the Unabashed Triumph of Philip Morris. New York: Vintage 

Books. 

Kriesi, Hanspeter, Ruud Koopmans. Jan Willem Duyvendak, and Marco G. Giugni. 

1992. "New Social Movements and Political Opportunities in Western Europe." 

European Journal of Political Research 22:219-44. 

Kyvig, David E. 1979. Repealing National Prohibition. Chicago: University of Chicago. 

Levine, Harry Gene. 1983. "The Committee of Fifty and The Origins of Alcohol 

Control." Journal of Drug Issues 13:95-116. 



156 

Levine, Harry Gene. 1984. "The Alcohol Problem In America: From Temperance to 

Alcoholism." British Journal of Addiction 79:109-119. 

Lutz. Alma. 1959. Susan B. Anthony: Rebel, Crusader, Humanitarian. Boston: Beacon. 

Marx. Karl. 1978. "The Class Struggles in France. 1848-1850." Pp. 586-593 in The 

Marx-Engels Reader, edited by R. C. Tucker. New York: W.W. Norton & 

Company. 

McAdam. Doug. 1982. Political Process and the Development of Black Insurgency. 

Chicago: University of Chicago. 

Merz. Charles. 1931. The Dry Decade. Garden City. NY: Doubleday. Doran & 

Company. 

Meyer. David S. 1993. "Institutionalizing Dissent: The United States Structure of 

Political Opportunity and the End of the Nuclear Freeze Movement." 

Sociological Forum 8:157-179. 

Meyer. David S. and Suzanne Staggenborg. 1998. "Countermovment Dynamics in 

Federal Systems: A Comparison of Abortion Politics in Canada and the United 

States." Research in Political Sociology 8:209-240. 

Meyer. David S. and Suzzane Staggeborg. 1996. "Movements. Countermovements, and 

the Structure of Political Opportunity." AJS 101:1628-60. 

Miller, Nathan. 1983. FDR; An Intimate History. Garden City: Doubleday & Company. 

Millis, Harry A. and Royal E. Montgomery. 1945. Organized Labor. New York: 

McGraw-Hill. 



157 

Montgomery, David. 1987. The Fall of the House of Labor: The Workplace, the State, 

and American Labor Activism. 1865-1925. Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press. 

Musto, David F. 1989. "America's First Cocaine Epidemic." The Wilson Quarterly 

Summer:59-64. 

Nagel. Paul C. 1977. Missouri: A Bicentennial History. New York: W.W. Norton. 

Nash. George N. 1996. The Life of Herbert Hoover: Master of Emergencies. 1917-1918. 

New York: W.W. Norton & Company. 

National Association of Manufacturers. 1920. National Association of Manufacturers of 

the United States of America: 1895-1920. New York: n.p. 

—. 1928. The Nation's Industry Synchronized: n.p. 

National Federation of Settlements. 1927. Does Prohibition Work?: A study of the 

operation of the Eighteenth Amendment made by the National Federation of 

Settlements, assisted by social workers in different parts of the United States. 

New York: Harper and Brothers. 

Nelson, Daniel. 1997. Shifting Fortunes: The Rise and Decline of American Labor. 

from the 1820s to the Present. Chicago: Ivan R. Dee. 

O'Connor, James. 1973. The Fiscal Crisis of the State. New York: St. Martin's. 

One Way. 1913. "One Way to Undermine Prohibition." Pp. 42 in Bonfort's Wine and 

Spirit Circular, vol. 81. 



158 

Oregon Legislative Assembly, Joint Committee on Prohibition Enforcement. 1925. 

Report of Joint Committee on Investigation of Prohibition Enforcement. 

February 12, 1925, Edited by S. M. Garland. Salem, OR: The Committee. 

Page, Ann L. and Donald A. Clelland. 1978. "The Kanawa County Textbook 

Controversy: A Study in the Politics of Lifestyle Concem." Social Forces 

57:265-281. 

Pegram, Thomas R. 1998. Battling Demon Rum: The Struggle For a Dry America. 

1800-1933. Chicago: Ivan R. Dee. 

Peiss. Kathy. 1986. "Dance Madness: New York City Dance Halls and Working-Class 

Sexuality, 1900-1920." Pp. 177-189 in Life and Labor: Dimensions of American 

Working-Class History, edited by C. Stephenson and R. Asher. Albany: SUNY. 

Persons. Warren M. 1938. Beer and Brewing in America. New York: United Brewers 

Industrial Foundation. 

Pierson. Paul. 1996. "The New Politics of the Welfare State." World Politics 48:143. 

. 1994. Dismantling the Welfare State? Reagan, Thatcher, and the Politics of 

P.etrenchment. Cambridge: Cambridge University. 

Pinney. Thomas. 1989. A History of Wine in America: From the Beginnings to 

Prohibition. Berkeley, CA: University of California. 

Pringie, Henry F. 1927. Alfred E. Smith: A Critical Study. New York: Macy-Masius. 

Pro-Beer. 1919. "Pro-Beer General Strike." Pp. 25 in The One Big Union Monthly, vol. 

Prohibition Mess. 1925. "The Prohibition Mess." Pp. 108-109 in The Nation, vol. 120. 



159 

Przeworski, Adam. 1985. Capitalism and Social Democracy. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press. 

Reeves. Ira Louis. 1931. 01' Rum River: Revelations of a Prohibition Administrator. 

Chicago: Thomas S. Rockwell Company. 

Repeal Associates 1960. "A Chronology of Prohibition in the United States." Repeal 

Review, pp. 13-24. 

— 1960a. "Chronology of Prohibition." Repeal Review, pp. 26-32. 25. 

— 1960b. "A Chronology of Prohibition in the United States." Repeal Review, pp. 13-

24. 

Rorabaugh. W. J. 1979. The Alcoholic Republic: An American Tradition. New York: 

Oxford University Press. 

Rose. Kenneth. 1996. American Women and the Repeal of Prohibition. Edited by J. K. 

Martin. New York: New York University. 

Rosenthal. Ed and Steve Kubby. 1996. Why Marijuana Should be Legal. New York: 

Thunders Mouth Press. 

Roy, William G. 1981. "From Electoral to Bureaucratic Politics: Class Conflict and the 

Financial-Industrial Class Segment in the United States. 1886-1905." Political 

Power and Social Theory 2:173-202. 



Rumbarger, John J. 1989. Profits, Power, and Prohibition: Alcohol Reform and the 

Industrializing of America, 1800-1930, Edited by H. G. Levine and C. 

Reinarman. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press. 

Schwartzman, Kathleen C. 1989. The Social Origins of Democratic Collapse: The First 

Portuguese Republic in the Global Economy, vol. 1. Lawrence, KA: University 

Press of Kansas. 

Shupe, Anson D. and David G. Bromley. 1979. "The Moonies and the Anti-Cultists: 

Movement and Countermovement in Conflict." Sociological Analysis 40:325-

334. 

Sinclair. Andrew. 1962. Prohibition: The Era of Excess. Boston: Little. Brown and 

Company. 

Skocpol. Theda. 1992. Protecting Soldiers and Mothers: The Political Origins of Social 

Policy in The United States. Cambridge. MA: The Belknap Press. 

Slayton, Robert A. 2001. Empire Statesman: The Rise and Redemption of A1 Smith. 

New York. 

Smith, David E. 1970. "The New Social Drug: Cultural. Medical and Legal Perspectives 

on Marijuana.". Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 

Smith, Richard Norton. 1984. An Uncommon Man: The Triumph of Herbert Hoover. 

New York: Simon and Schuster. 

Sobel, Robert. 2000. Coolidge: An American Enigma. Washington, DC: Regnery 

Publishing. 



Steinmo, Sven, Kathleen Thelen, and Frank Longstreth. 1992. "Structuring Politics: 

Historical Institutionalism in Comparative Analysis.". New York: Cambridge. 

Steuart. Justin. 1970. Wayne Wheeler. Dry Boss: An Uncensored Biography of Wayne 

B. Wheeler. Westport: Greenwood Press. 

Steuter, Erin. 1992. "Women Against Feminism: An Examination of Feminist Social 

Movements and Anti-Feminist Countermovements." Canadian Review of 

Sociology and Anthropology 29:288-306. 

Sullivan. Margaret Lo Piccolo. 1990. Hyphenism in St. Louis. 1900-1921. New York: 

Garland Publishing. 

Tarrow. Sidney. 1994. Power in Movement: Social Movements. Collective Action and 

Mass Politics in the Modem State. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Trachtenberg. Alexander. 1920. "The American Labor Year Book. 1919-1920.". New 

York: Rand School of Social Science. 

Tydings. Millard. 1930. Before and After Prohibition. New York: The MacMillan 

Company. 

U.S. Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce. 1914. Statistic^ Abstract of the 

United States. Washington, D.C.; GPO. 

U.S. Department of the Treasury. 1933. Statistics concerning intoxicating liquors, vol. 

91. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office. 

U.S. House. 1890. "Hearings Before the Select Committee." Pp. 57. vol. 51st, Select 

Committee on the Alcoholic Liquor Traffic. 



—. 1904. "Hepbum-Dolliver Bill." Pp. 306, vol. 58th. Committee on the Judiciary. 

—. 1913. "Charges Against Members of the House and Lobby Activities of the National 

Association of Manufacturers of the U.S. and Others." Pp. 760. vol. 63. S. C. o. t. 

H.o. R. A. U. H. R. 198. 

—. 1919b. "Enforcement of War Prohibition." Pp. 20, vol. 65th. Committee on the 

Judiciary. 

—. 1921. "Prohibition Legislation." Pp. 372. vol. 67th. Committee on the Judiciary. 

—. 1922. "Deportation of Aliens Convicted of Violation of Narcotic and Prohibition 

Acts." Pp. 555. vol. 67th, Committee on Immigration and Naturali2ation. 

U.S. House. 1919a. "Enforcement of Prohibition." Pp. 199. vol. 66th, Committee on the 

Judiciary. 

U.S. House. 1925. "Survey of Alcoholic Liquor Traffic and the Enforcement of the 

Eighteenth Amendment." Pp. 132. vol. 68th. Committee on the Alcoholic 

Traffic. 

U.S. National Commission on Law Observance and Enforcement. 1931. Enforcement of 

the Prohibition laws, official records of the National Commission on Law 

Observance and Enforcement pertaining to its investigation of the facts as to the 

enforcement, the benefits, and the abuses under the Prohibition Laws, both 

before and since the adoption of the Eighteenth Amendment to the Constitution. 

Washington DC: GPO. 



U.S. Senate. 1899. "Criminal Code for Alaska." Pp. 22, vol. 55th. Committee on 

Territories. 

—. 1910. "Regulation of Liquor Traffic. D.C." Pp. 95, vol. 61st. Committee on District 

of Columbia. 

—. 1912. "Interstate Shipments of Intoxicating Liquors Into 'Dry' Territory." Pp. 180, 

vol. 62nd, Committee on Judiciary. 

—. 1912. "Interstate Traffic in Intoxicating Liquors Part I]." Pp. 123, vol. 62, 

Committee on the Judiciary. 

—. 1919b. "Prohibiting Intoxicating Beverages. Part 3." Pp. 193-345, vol. 66, 

Committee on Judiciary. 

U.S. Senate. 1919a. "Prohibiting Intoxicating Beverages, Part 1." Pp. 1-99. vol. 66. 

Committee on Judiciary. 

U.S. Senate. 1932. "Prohibition in D.C." Pp. 15. vol. 72nd. Committee on District of 

Columbia. 

United States Bureau of the Census. 1949. Historical Statistics of the United States; A 

Supplement to the Statistical Abstract of the United States. Washington. D.C.: 

Government Printing Office. 

United States Bureau of the Census. 1975. Historical Statistics of the United States: 

Colonial Times to 1970. Washington. D.C.: Government Printing Office. 

Useem, Michael. 1984. The Inner Circle: Large Corporations and the Rise of Business 

Political Activity in the U.S. and U.K. New York: Oxford University Press. 



. 1984. The Inner Circle: Large Corporations and the Rise of Business Political 

Activity in the U.S. and U.K. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Wallis, Roy. 1977. "A Critique of the Theory of Moral Crusades as Status Defense." 

Scottish Journal of Sociology 1:195-203. 

Warner. Roger. 1986. Invisible Hand : The Marijuana Business. New York: W. Morrow. 

Western Department. 1912. "Western Department. The." Pp. 19-26 in Bonfort's Wine 

and Spirit Circular, vol. 79. 

Whisky Centre. 1913. "Whisky Centre. The." Pp. 78-83 in Bonfort's Wine and Spirit 

Circular, vol. 81. 

—. 1914. "Whisky Centre. The." Pp. 343-350 in Bonfort's Wine and Spirit Circular, vol. 

81. 

Wiebe. Robert. 1967. The Search for Order 1877-1920. New York: Hill and Wang. 

Wood. Charles S. 1926. "A Criticism of National Prohibition." Pp. 138. Washington. 

DC: The Association Against the Prohibition Amendment. 

Zeitlin. M., W.L. Neuman. and R.E. Ratcliff. 1976. "Class Segments: Agrarian Property 

and Political Leadership in the Capitalist Class of Chile." ASR 41:1006-1030. 

Zeitlin, Maurice. 1980. "On Classes. Class Conflict, and the State." Pp. 1-38 in Classes. 

Class Conflict, and the State, edited by M. Zeitlin. Cambridge. MA: Winthrop 

Publishers. 

—. 1984. The Civil Wars in Chile (or the Bourgeois Revolutions that Never Were). 

Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 


